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When U.S. Government diawings, specifications, or other data are used for any purpose I
other than a definitely related Government procurement operation, the Government . {
thereby incurs no responsibility nor any obligation whatsoever, and the fact that the ' (
Government may have formulated, furnished, or in any way supplied the said drawings,

specifications, or other data is not to be regarded by implication or otherwise, as in any
manner licensing the holder or any other person or corporation, or conveying any rights
or perinission to manufacture, use, or sell any patented invention that may in any way be

related thereto.

This interim report was submitted by the Manpower and Personnel Division, under Pro-
ject 2313, with HQ Air Force Human Resources Laboratory (AFSC), Brooks Air Force,

Base, Texas 78235.

This report has been reviewed by the Office of Public Affairs (PA) and is releasable to the
National Technical Information Service (NTIS). At NTIS, it will be available to the

general public, including foreign nations.
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PREFACE j
This research was completed under Work Unit 2313T103, Supervisory Style Effects on ‘
Productivity and Retention: in response to Request for Personnel Research 77-10, )
3 Development and Analysis of Organizational Assessment Package (OAP). i
The authors are indebted to the Leadership and Management Development Center :
: (LMDC) personnel whose assistance in data gathering were invaluable to this research effort. ;
In particular, the consiructive comments of Major David Wilkerson (LMDC/EDC) and Lt Col ;
Fred Petty (LMDC/EDC) were especially beneficial. Also, this program could not have been X
accomplished without the assistance provided by Col Peter A.-Land (LMDC/DMC), Col Henry :
M. Kelly (LMDC/EDC), Major L.B. Henry, Jr. (LMDC/DMC), CMSgt Richard G. Buxton ; 5
(LMDC/EDC), and SMSgt Judith A. Vermilya (LMDC/DMC). The computer support ! !
provided by the Computational Sciences Division, Air Force Human Resources Laboratory 1 ;
(AFHRL) was without a doubt outstanding. These personnel worked long, hard hours to meet ;
stringent deadlines. In particular, the efforts of Mrs. Doris Black (AFHRLISMSM), Mr. : :
Charles Greenway (AFHRL/SMAW), A1C Michael D. Cowan (AFHRL/SMAW), AlC B. ;
David Brewer (AFHRL/SMAW), SrA Debbie McQuiston (AFHRL/SMOQ) and Amn Joe
Belef (AFHRL/ASMAW) were especially noteworthy.
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: PERSONNEL AND BACKGROUND DIFFERENCES 3

: IN ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS ‘i

. H 1

L INTRODUCTION :

i

a z

} Organizational effectiveness has been, and continues to be. of prime interest to personnel in all 5

2 : types of organizations. Empirically assessing organizational effectiveness has been wrought with

. ' difficulty in that ne ultimate criterion exists. A contingency approach to organizational effectiveness :

¢ considers effectiveness to be a function of the manager, the situational environment, and the

§ A criterion of success (Hendrix, 1976; Wofford, 1971). Within this framework, no one criterica of .

b cffectiveness is postulated: rather, many criteria may be appropriate depending on the other ! £

3 components of the model (i.e., the situation and the manager). Many researchers have noied that } r

‘5;# organizations operate within this type of model. Organizations have a variety of often contradictory : H

. . . . . . H R

b oals (Cameron, 1978; Dubin, 1976; Perrow, 1970). Effectiveness criteria at one organizational 7 3

I & ; & s 7

level may differ from those at other levels (Price, 1972; Weick, 1977), and criteria appropriate at : 3

59 one point in time may be less appropriate at later times. P 3

k. This technical report focuses on research conducted using a contingency model of 3 a

organizational effectiveness. Four criteria related to organizational effectiveness were used as 4 :

7 dependent variables when performing analyses to determine significant differences between

Background Information response options. The Background Information items were from the . g

; Organizational Assessment Package (OAP). which is a survey for identifying organizational H

strengths and weaknesses. The development of this survey was previously reported by Hendrix and b

Halverson (1979). The OAP was developed for use by the Air Force Leadership and M anagement )
! Development Center (LMDC), Maxwell AFB, Alabama. The mission of LMDC includes (a)
providing consultative services to Air Force commanders, (b) providing leadership and management
training to Air Foree personnel in their work environment, and (c) performing research in support
of (a) and (b). The LMDC consultative role involves organizational problem area identification and

recommendations for reducing or eliminating problems identified. The OAP was designed to meet
these LM DC objectives.

§ IL METHOD )
’ Sample *
j_ Data were collected by Air Force consultants who administered the Organizational Assessment '”jf
»3 Package at selected Air Force installations to all available personnel. The sample cousisted of 4786 3
$: subjects (military and civilian) at five Air Force bases representing six major commands. The

sample’s composition was (a) 2% high school non-graduates, 39% high school graduates or general !
E equivalency diploma (GED) certified, 37% some college work, 9% bachelor degrees, 6% some A
¥2 ;,.r.nduat(' work., 0% master degrees, 1% doctoral degrees: (b) 78% white, 10% black. 5% hispanic. D
7% listed as other than white, black or hispanic: (c) 86% males, 14% females: (d) 17% officers. !

00% airmen. and 17% civilians.
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Swrvey Instrument

e The OAP used for data collection consisted of 16 Background Information items and 149
S, attitudinal items. The attitudinal items were 7-point (some contained a 0 point for “not applicable”
v responses) Likert scales which measured areas related to the job, one’s supervisor, the organizational

climate, the perceived productivity of one’s work group, and satisfaction.
p p y group,

Procedure

In a previous study (Hendrix and Halverson, 1979), 21 orthogonally rotated factors were
extracted during factor analysis of the 149 attitudinal items. Four of these factors were selected as
dependent variables for the present study. They were: General Organizational Climate,
Organizational Communications Climate, Job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity.,
Factor scores were generated for each of these four factors. Each subject’s factor score for each factor
served as the dependent variable in a series of one-way and two-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs).
Cell size was unequal in many of the analyses performed during this research effort; when cell sizes

Y
Lx >
&
43
3
ol
=
34
Z
£)
>
2

2
PR

prees

. are unequal, many different hypotheses can be tested. This research tested hypotheses with unequal {
L cell size the same way as is traditionally accomplished for equal cell designs. For example, main

effects hypotheses for a 2 x 3 design using dot notation to represent rows and columns would be |
' written: 1
;‘ Hl: “l. =I“2. ;
H2: ps =y =p

c a1 TR2 T3

Carlson and Timm (1974) and Speed and Hocking (1976) discuss the hypotheses tested under
various procedures when cell sizes are unequal. For main effects found significant, simple main

Py

hy’

effects were performed. Significant simple main effects were, in turn, analyzed by Newman-K euls ; .
Sequential Range Tests to identify at a given level of a factor specific means that were significantly :
different. Table 1 lists those Background Information items tha! were analyzed and includes item )

numbers and the reponse options for each item.

" The following one-way ANOVAs were performed for items: 3, 4, 7 to 12, and 14 to 16. In k
B addition, data which had been collected on subject’s M ajor Command of Assignment, Organizational
‘,' Level, and Work Group Code were also analyzed using a one-way ANOVA. . E
%f Four two-way ANOVAs were performed for the following items: (a) 1 x 2 (Classification by ‘ e
by Grade), (b) 1 x 5 (Classification by Race), (c) 1 x 6 (Classification by Sex), and () 6 x 13 (Sex by i
. Communication). :

Shheeda

IL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Results are reported first for one-way ANOV As. Each Background Information item’s results

E are reported for each of the four dependent variables: General Organizational Climate, 3
2 Organizational Communications Climate, Job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity. K
A

Then the two-way ANOV As are reported for each of the four dependent variables. Newman-K euls ’ K

Sequential Range Tests were performed at the .05 level of significance. Detailed results of each 1
analysis are provided in Appendix A to V.
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' Table 1. Background Iinformation lems
‘ llem hem hem hem
Nr Statement Nr Staement
* L You Are An: 8. Highest | evel of Professional Military Education .
’ 1 Officer (Residence or Correspondence):
2. Airman 0. None or not applicable
3. Civilian (GS) 1. NCO Orientation Course or USAF '
+ Civilian (wage employce) Supervisor Course (NCO Phase 1 or 2)
5. Non-Appropriated Fund 2. NCO Leadership School (NCO Phase 3)
{NAF) employee 3. NCO Academy (Phase 4)
6. Others 1. Senior NCO Academy (Phase 5)
3 5. Squadron Officer School
o8 Your Grade Level Is: 6. Intermediate Service School (Officer)
e 1. 1--3 7. Senior Service School (Officer) (i.e.. Air )
o L 4-5 War College) ; i
o 3. 6-=7 :
‘; : §-9 ) 9. How many People Do you Directly Supervise (i.e.. 8 ;
E v- 10-12 Those You Write Performance Reports On): ‘
6.  13—15 . None ;
7. 16 or higher 9. 1102
3. 305
Total Months in This Organization ls: 4. 6to8
1. Less than 1 month 5. 912 f
2, More than 1 month. Less than 6 months 6. 1310 20 :
: 3. More than 6 monihs, Less than 12 months 1. 2] or more i
+. Morte than 12 months, Less than 18 months (
i 3. More than 18 months. Less thaa 24 months : :
2 0. More than 24 months, Less thun 36 months 10 Doex Your Supervisor Actually Write Your :’
Er: 1. More than 36 months Performance Report? l bt
, 1. Yl'; :
s i Total Months Experience in Present Job 1s: 2, No A
. 1. Less than 1 month N
3 2, Morte than 1 month. Less than 6 months 1. Your Work Requires You To Work Primarily: B
\~ 3. More than 6 months, Less than 12 months i Alone !
; 4 More than 12 months. Less than 18 months 2. With one or two people £
59 5. More than 18 months, Less than 24 months 3. As a small group team member s
i 0. More than 21 months, Less than 36 months f. As 2 large group team member (6 or more .
7. More than 36 months propie)
5 5. Other :
; 3. Your Race I»: 3
1. American Indian or Alaskan native 12, How Stable Are Your Work Hours? P
= 2, Asian or Pacific Islander 1. Highly stable-routine 8 hrs 1
k. XN Black. not of Hispanic Origin 2. Very stable-nearly routine 8 hrs a day .
o3 3 Hispanie 3. Moderately stable-shift work which Iy
i 3. ¥ hite. not of Hispanic Origin periodically changes ot
0, Other t Slightly unstable irregular working hours ” 3
3. Highly unstable-frequent TDYs, frequently Ny
o. Your Sex Is: on call A
I Male
2 Female 13, Your Job Requires How Much Communication
Between Workers?
h Your ilighest Educational Level Obtained b 1. Very linle

Non high school graduate 2 Little >
High school graduate or GED X Moderate 3
Same college work i Very frequent

Bachelor's degree . Almost continuous

L Bl ey

Some graduate work :
Master's degres -
Doctoral degees .
N
o
3
<
9 g
;
¢ i
{ .
i ]
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Table 1 (Continued)

hem hem em Lem
Nr Statement Nr Swlement

14, To What Extent in Your Work Group Are Group + Shift work. usually days and nights
Meetings Used to Solve problems and Establish S. Duily work only ’
Goals? 0. Crew schedule
1. None 7 Other
2, Occasionally
3. About half the time 16 Which of the Following Best Deseribes Vour Career
1 Almost totally Intentions?

1. To continue in the Air Force

15.  Your Work Schedule is Basically: 2 Will most likely continue in the Air Force
1. Shift work, usually days 3. May continue in the Air Force
2. Shift work, usually swing shift 4, Planning to retire in the next 12 months
3. Shift work. usually nights S. Other

—

Anslysis 1, llem 3, Total Months in Organization

In considering the total months in organization, significant ... ain effects were found for General
Organizational Climate, Job Related Satisfactina. and Perceived Productivity (p <001), as well as
for Urganizational Communications Climate (p <.01). (See Appendix A for details.) As noted in
Figure 1, the criterion standard score was significzntly higher for response 7 (more than 36 months
in the organization) for the three criteria of General Organizational Climate, Job Related
Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity. Those subjerts reporting that they had been with the

organization less than 6 months (response 1), however, appeared to perceive the Organizational
Commuuications climate better than other subjects.

Analysis 2, Item 4, Total Months Experience in Present Job

In considering the total months of experience in the present job sigaificant main effects were
found for General Organizational Climate, Organizational Communications Climate, and Job
Related Satisfactior (p <001), as well as for Perceived Productivity (p <005). (See Appendix B for
details.) Figurc 2 indicates that subjects with more than 36 mon hs in present job score nighest on
the criteria of Genera. Orgarizational Climate and Job Related Satisfaction. Those with less than 6
months rate highest on Organizational Communications Climate. In terms of Perceived
Productivity, those rating the highest were those with more than 36 months on present job.

Analysis 3, Item 7, Your Highest Educational Level Obtained

In the analysis of highest education level obtained, significant main effects were found for all
four criteria (See Appendix C for details.)

Figure 3 indicates that subjects who were high school graduates or had a GED equivalence
certificate perceived the General Organizational Climate to be lower than did other subjects: the
highest perceptions were held by master degree subjects. For Organizational Communications
Climate, doctoral degree subjects clearly rated lower on this criterion. Non-high school graduates,
and master and doctoral degree subjects reported greater job satisfaction than did other subjects.
Master degree subjects perceived productivity to be higher than did high school graduates, subjects
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Figure I. Towl months in organization.
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Figure 2. Towl months experience in present job.
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Figure 3. Highest educational ke vel obuined.
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with some college, subjects with some graduate work, and subjects with doctoral degrees. Doctoral
degree subjects perceived the General Organizational Climate to be high and were satisfied with their
jobs: however, they perceived the Organizational Communications Climate and Productiviiy to be
low.

Analysis 4, ltem 9, Number of People Directly Supervised

In considering how the number of people directly supervised affected the perception of the
organization, significant main effects were observed for General Organizational Climate and
Perceived Productivity (p <001), as well as for Job Related Satisfaction (p <0056). No significant
main effect was found for Organizational Communications Climate. (See Appendix D for details.)

Figure 4 indicates that all criteria, except Organizational Communications Climate, increased

as the number of personnel supervised increased. For Organizational Communications Climate.
there was no significant difference between the supervisory categories. !
1.00 ‘
.99 .
.80 :
.79 ‘ :
.60 | , :
.58 ! '
.40 ; ;
@ .30 ¢
£ .20 ( :
T ;
Z .ee ;
= i
= -.10 3
z -.20 3
£ -.30 | :
o ;
= - .40 - ' =
-.58 {
-.60 |
=78 1 —— GENERAL ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE
-.88 § 777 ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CUIMATE )
-.g0 —-= JOB RELATED PBATISFACTION . #
: T ~—~ PERCEIVED PRPDUCTIVITY , 5
-1.00 I
NONE 1-2 3-S5 MORE THAN S
Figure 4. Number of people you directly supervised. B
FA
Amalysis 5, Item 10, Supervisor Actually Writes Performance Reports ‘;

&
K
Py

In considering the impact of whether the supervisor actually wrote the performance report. the
main effects for all four criteria were significant (p <001), (See Appendix E for details.) As Figure 5
indicates. those subjects whose supervisors write the performance report. scored significantly higher
on all four eriteria than did these whose supervisors do not write the performance reports. The

13

k
2
w
¢ ',3
bt
A
4
i
3
P
7

v

-
i SAEAS e AT

2k % f ARSI T
S e

L




i T
.,..;,5;3 o V

R RS A RSP SRR R e RS SRR B O R TR S T

Ratiata s EE SR

v
RV o =~ .- .

1.088
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i
x 3
j :
-.78 |  —— GENERAL ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE ;
-.88 | ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CLIMATE %
—-~ JOB RELATED SATISFACTION ;
=98 1 —-- PERCEIVED PRODUCTIVITY 3
~1.08 L .. ; ,
YES NO :
Figure 5. Supervisor actually writes performance reports. -
i
analysis of variance data based on whether the supervisor actually writes the performance reports are
. provided in Table E-1. and the Neuman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table \ .
. E-2. The analysis of variance for General Organizational Climate (n =4099), Organizational
. Communications Climate (n = 4099), Job Related Satisfaction (n = 3871), and Perceived .
; Productivity (n =4197) show that the main effects for all four criteria are significant (p <.001). , )
¢ -
]
Analysis 0, Item 11, Size of Work Group :
In analyzing the size of the work group, significant main effects were found for General ; i
Organizational Climate. Job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity (p <.001). No ! Y
significant main effect was found for Organizational C..mmunications Climate. (See¢ Appendix F for ; »,’
details.) H g
’ '5‘,
With the exception of the criterion of Organizational Communications Climate. whose main ‘ \
cffect was not significant. the data indicated that in general large-group team members scored . }
significantly higher on the criteria than did all other groups. For Job Related Satisfaction. there is + :
the exception that those working alone also scored higher than did subjects in the other categories. .
These differences are depicted in Figure 6. 3 :
: :
) 3
Ty H
Analysis 7, lem 12, Stability of Wurk Hours P
£ ;
In considering the stability of the work hours. significant main effects were observed for E
General Organizational Climate, Job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity {(p <001). as :
3 :
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CRITERION STAMDARD SCORES

~. 40 _

— GENERAL ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE |
-89 1 = ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CUIMATE

—-— JOB RELATED SATISFACTION
;'99 1 ~== PERCEIVED PRPODUCTIVITY
-1.00

i
ALONE 1=-2

SMALL GROUP
Figure 6. Size of work group.

LARGE GROUP

well as for Organizational Communications Climate (p <.01). (See Appendix G for details.) As
shown in Figure 7. the data indicate that in general. the more unstable the working hours. the lower
the scores on the four criteria. This relationship was the most apparent for Job Related Satisfaction.
with a consistent decrease in the criterion indices as the work environment became more unstable,
For General Organizational Climate and Perceived Productivity. the lowest criterion values were
obtained for moderately stable work hours.

Analysis 8, tem 14, Extent that Work
Group Meetings are used w0 Solve Problems
and Eswublish Goals and Objectives

In the analysis of the extent work group meetings are used to solve problems and to establish
goals and objectives, for all four criteria, the main effects were significant (p <001). (Sec Appendix

H for details.) Figure 8 indicates that as the use of group meetings to solve problems and set goals
increases, so do the four criteria of effective ness.

The analysis of variance data for the effect of group meetings are provided in Table H-1, and the
significant Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table H-2. The analyses of
variance showed that the main effects were significant {(p <001) for General Organizational Climate

n =4095). Organizational Communications Climate (n =4095). Job R elated Satisfaction (n =3868).
and Perccived Productivity (n =4192).
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|
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Figure 7. Stability of work hours.
1.00 ' ;
.98 ;
.82 | ;
.78 :
.60 ;
.50 | :
2 . .48 : 3
9 £ .30 :
3 5 20 :
7 e :
E £ .10 ¢
s £ .00 ot
2 z -.18 5
x -.208

g ]
= -.30 H
z 3
~. 40 %
-.50 :
-.60 :
-.78 §  —— GENERAL ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE k

-.88 | - ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CUIMATE :
- ga | T~ JOB RELATED BATISFACTION

. ~=~ PERCEIVED PRPDUCTIVITY
-1.e9 . ... |

NONE OCCASIONALLY HALF THE TIME ALMOST TOTALLY g
Figure 8. Extent that work group meetings are used to solve A

problems and establish goals and objectives.
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% Aualysis 9, lem 15, Work Schedule ;
3 !
g" In considering work schedules. significant main effects were indicated for General !
3 Organizational Climate. Job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity {(p <.001). as well as
& & y\p
g for Organizational Communications Climate (p <01). (See Appendix I for details.) Figure 9 shows ;
' that response 5 (daily work only) overall had the highest scores on the criteria: the only criterion
) ¥ ) ) g Y
N which had a higher value in another work schedule category was Organizational Communications :
§ Climate. which was higher for erew schedule work. Generally, response 2 (shift work. usually swing ,
: shifts) had the lowest values for the criteria. For response 5 (crew scheduled work). the values clearls
; differed between the eriteria. For crew scheduled work, subjects reported high Organizational :
: . L oy \ N . . . . i
. Communications Climate and General Organizational Climate, intermediate magnitude for .
g Perceived Productivity. and low Job Related Satisfaction. i ’
y .00
’ .90 ,
) .88 ] :
; .70
| .60 | !z i
' .50 |
.40 3
dd
\ 2 .30
o
@ .20
it :
g - 18 ‘ ,
£ .02
£ .
z-.10 | :
s -2 | ;
= -.30 : :
8 . .
) -.48 ; X
-.50 . i \ ' :
-.60 I i : ; |
=-78 1~ GENERAL| ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE J ;
-.80 § 77 ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CLIMAT . r
- 99 T~ J0B RELATED SATISFACTION i 3
’ . T~ PERCEIVED PRODUCTIVIT : p
) -1.08 4 __ - | 3
‘ ! ! 5
Usu. DAYS SWING/NIGHTS USU. DAYS/NIGHTS DAILY ONLY CREW SCHED. i 3
s
Figure 9. Work schedule. : 3
; .
i !
, | ;
‘ ! 3
; Auahsis 10, Iwem 16, Deseription of Carcer Inte ntions \‘
; 3 I'he ;uml_\:\v.s of career intentions (i.e.. as regards the Air Foree). resulted in significant main ]
i t‘lh'(-ls for all four eviteria (p <.001). (See Appendin ) for details.) As Figure 10 shows. the data ,
‘ indicate the name p;lilf'fll- h. <l the eriteria except Organizational Communications Climate, which ‘
’1 had o'ul) one pair of significantly different means. Those planning to continue in the Air Foree had . ;
! the hnghc-rl criterion sore. followed by those planning to retire in the next 12 months, and then by ‘ fﬁ
those stating that they wili most likely continue in the \ir Foree. Those responding by filling in the '
. 4 . . . . H I
Other™ response option had the lowest eriterion values. The “Other™ response option ineluded . i
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Figure 10. Description of career intentions.
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those planning on exiting the Air Force. The next lowest criterion values were reported by those
indicating they may continue in the Air Force. As a general trend, however, those planning to
remain in the Air Foree seored higher on the criteria.
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Analysis 11, Major Command (MAJCOM)

kG

In the analysis of how the major command (MAJCOM) affected this study, significant main
effects were observed for all criteria (p <001). (See Appendix K for details.) Figure 11 indicates that
commands differ in the relative magnitude of the four criterion measures. The MAJCOMs are
2 labelled A to E to insure their anonymity. Generally, scores for commands D and E were lower than
E for the other commands; however, command A was lowest on Organizational Communications
Climate, while command C had the highest reported Crganizational Communications Climate. Also,
command A had the highest Job Related Satisfaction level of any command, while command D had
the lowest reported satisfaction level.
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Analysis 12, Organizational Level

Table 2 lists the nine organizational levels to be tested for significant differences. Due to
insufficient observations, organizational levels 1, 3, 4, and 9 were deleted from the Newman-K euls
Sequential Range Test and from the plot of criteria means in Figure i2. The main effects for all four

criteria were significant (p <.001). (Significant differences between organizational levels for each
criterion are discussed in Appendix L.)
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Table 2. Organizational Levels
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Organizational Organization/ Organizational Onganizasion/ H
Level Code Agency Level Code Agency :

e
b3l

o)
th

o,

12 Headquarters USAF
' 2 Major Commands/Separate Operating

Wing
Group/Base

s,
S
g~

O 0 3N

; Agencies Squadran
¢ 32 Numbered Air Force M edical
‘ 42 Air Division a Specialized

Activities

*Not tested.
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The data plotted in Figure 12 indicate a general pattern of all four criteria being the highest for 3
Organizational level 2, the next highest for level 5, followee by level 6, and then level 7, which was ‘ i
the lowest overall. The one exception to this pattern was that Job Related Satisfaction was higher for
level 6 than for level 5. The criteria for organizational level 8 fell at various criterion values. Job :
satisfaction was the highest criterion for level 8 and was the second highest value of job satisfaction 3
for any organizational level. The next highest criterion was General Organizational Climate, .
followed by Perceived Productivity and Organizational Communications Climate. ;
Analysis 13, Work Group Codes j
5
General. Table 3 lists the work groups and their work group codes which have been aggregated ¥
for all work groups falling under a thousands level. For example, all codes which are of a 1000-series ;
have been aggregated and are designated by the notation 1XXX. The main effects for the four ;
criteria were significant beyond the .001 level of significance (See Appendix M for details.). In ( ;
Figure 13, a pattern is noted. Work group 1XXX compared to other work groups is high on all four ‘ ;
criteria. Work group 8XXX is highest for the criteria of Job Related Satisfaction and General ;
Organizational Climate, but low for Perceived Productivity and the lowest for Organizational : :
Communications Climate when compared to other work groups. Work groups 5XXX and 6XXX are ; i
generally lower overall on the four criteria than are other work groups; however, for a given 1
criterion, work group 5X XX or 6XXX may be higher than another work group. For example, work % -
: .
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3 Table 3. Work Group Codes
? Code Aggregated Work Group Tide*
t
! 1XXX  Wing and Base Staff Agencies/Divisions
. 2XXX  Operations Crganizations (DCO)
: 3¥XX  Resources Organizations (DCR)

4XXX  Maintenance Organizations (DCM)

SXXX  Missile Wing and Support Agencies/Divisicns

6XXX  Security Police/Civil Engineering/Communications Organizations
7XXX Medical Services Organizations

8XXX  Research Laboratories and Training Agencies K
9XXX®  Future use

P Sl

@ Aggregated Work Group title includes all work groups within the given organizational work group title.
Not tested.
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group 6XXX is higher than work group 4XXX on General Organizational Climate. Work groups
2XXX, 3XXX, and 7XXX overall fall midway betwcen the other work groups, with work group
4XXX having a slightly lower overall pattern than work groups ZXXX, 3XXX, and 7XXX.
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Analysis 14, Item 7, Highest Educational Level Obtained (Officers)

General. This analysis of the highest educational level obtained involved only officer
personnel. Since all officers entering service as of the early 1960’s were required to have a bachelor
degree, only response options 4 (bachelor degree) through 7 (doctoral degree) were analyzed. The

main effects for all four criteria were significant beyond the .001 level of significant. (See Appendix
N for details.) As Figure 14 indicates, those with a master degree (response 6) scored significantly

higher on all four criteria than those reporting they had some graduate work {response 5). Those

with a doctoral degree (response 7) were more satisfied with their jobs than all other respondents.
Doctoral degree respondents, however, perceived Productivity and General Organizational Climate
to be lower than did all other respondents.
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1.80 T ~T7 PERCEIVED PRPDUCTIVITY

CRITERION STANDARD SCORES

BACHELORS DEGREE SOME GRADUATE WORK MASTERS DEGREE DOCTORAL DEGREE

rigure 14. Highest educational level obtained (officers).

Analysis 15, Item 8, Highest Level of Professional
Military Education Obtained (Officers)

This analysis of highest level of professional military education ebtained involved only officer
personnel. The response categories which applied to officers were 0 (none or not applicable), 5
(Squadron Officers School), 6 (intermediate service school), and 7 (senior service school). The main
effects for the four criteria were significant beyond the .01 level of significance. (See Appendix O for
details.) Figure 15 indicates that, in general, the magnitude of the four criteria increases as the
professional military education level increases from the 0 (none or not applicable) response category
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!
to the 7 (senior service school) response category. For Organizational ((ommunications Climate, the ! ;
only significant increase is in response option 7 (senior service school). which is higher thzn all other 5
response categories. 4
-

Analysis 16, Item 7, Highest Educational Level Obtained (Ainnan)

General. This analysis of the highest educational level obtained involved only enlisted
personnel which were identified as airmen on the OAP. Since airmen are more likely to ke
concentrated in the lower educational response options, only respouses 1 to 5 were tested. The means
tested for significant differences were those associated with responses 1, 2,3 and the pooled responses
for response options 4 (bachelor degree) and 5 (some 7+~ 1ate work). Therefore, this analysis
involved testing for significant differences between four groups. Significant main effects were found
for General Organizational Climate (p <001) and Job R elated Satisfaction (p <005). No significant
main effects were found for the other two criteria. (See Appendix P for details.) Figure 16 indicates , #
that those individuals with a bachelor degree or some graduate work had significantly higher job ;
related satisfaction than did high school graduates or GED certified individuals. Also, those with
some college reported significantly higher General Organizational Climate and Job Satisfaction than

i
did those with only a high school diploma or GED certificate. No other response options differed {
significantly from each other. i

i
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,
‘ : Analysis 17, ltem 8, Highest Level of Professional ;
B Military Education Obtained (Airmer)
:
A This analysis of the highest level of professional military education obtained involved oniy ;
A airmen personnel. Only the response options which applied to airmen were analyzed. These were i
= responses, 0 (none or not applicable), 1 (NCO Orientation Course or USAF Supervisor Course— 4

A NCO phase 1 or 2), 2 (NCO Leadership School—NGO phase 3), 3 (NCO Academy —phase 4), and 4

(Senior NCO Academy—phase 5). Significant main effects were found for all criteria except “f
Organizationzl Communications Climate (p <.001). (See Appendix Q for details.) 3
o

Figure 17 shows that for all criteria, except Organizational Communications Climate, which had 5

a non-sigrificant main effect, as profrssional military education increased, there was an increase in E
the criteria. There was. however, no significant diffezence beiween response 0 {no professional :

military education) and response 1 (NCO Orientation Course or USAF Supervisor Course—~NCO
phase 1 or 2) on any criterion. Also, for the Perceived Productivity criterion, there was no
significant difference between response options 3 (NCO Academy—phase 4) and 4 (Senior NCO
Academy—Phase 5). With the exception of these non-ignificant response pairs, airmen who have
more professional military education are more job satisfied, perceive productivity to be higher, and
perceive the gene. .1 organizational climate w be better.
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Amalysis 18, kem 7, Highest Educational Level Obuined (Civilian)

General. This analysis of highest educational level obtained involved only civilian personnel.
Four educationa) levels weze tested for significunt differences. The response options associated with
these levels were responte 2 (high school graduate or GED), 3 {some college work), 4 (bachelor
degree), and the response options 5,6, cnd 7 pooled to form one educational ievel category (graduate
work), due to the small n associated with each of the separate response options. Significant main
effects were demonstrated for Genezal Organizational Climate (p < .005), Organizatienal
Communications Climate (p <.001), and Perceived Productivity (p <.01}. Significance was not
demonstrated for Job Related Satisfaction. (See Appendix R for details.) As Figure 18 indicates, the
major effect was for pooled responses 5, 6, and 7. I'he criterion of Job Related Satisfaction was not
significant for any of the educational levels. For General Organizational Climate, the puoled
responses 5,6, 7 (graduate work) were significantly higher than response 3 (some college work). The
pooled responsec 5, 6, 7 (graduate work) were significantly lower than all other response options for
the criterion of Organizational Communications Climate; also, response 3 (some college work) was
significantly lower than response 2 (high school graduate or GED) for this criterion. For the

Perceived Productivity criterion, the pooled responses 5, 6, 7 (graduate work) was significantly
lower than all other responsc options.
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Analysis 19, lem 1, Classification, by tem 2, Grade

General. Analyses 19 through 22 are a series of two-way ANOs As. Analysis 19 was performed
on the total sample (n =4786) for classification by grade. As with the previous analyses, the n for a
given analysis will be less than 4786, since cases with missing data were excluded before performing

each analysis. Significant interaction effects were found for all four criteria (p <.001). (See
Appendix S for details.)

As Figure 19 indicates, a number of relationships exist for classification and grade for the four
criteria. For General Organizational Climate, officers up to grade level g (6 and 7) perceive the
climate to be better than do airmen or civilians. Airmen in grade levels g; {1 to 3) and gy (4 and 5)
perceive it to be poorer than does uny other group. Also, overall, thoze in grade level g3 (6 and 7)
perceive the climate to be better than do other groups. For Organizatinal Conmunications Climate,
offirers and airmen in grades I to 3 perceived communications climate to be worse than did civilians.
However, officers in grades 4 to 7 (gg and g3) perceived communcations cl.mate to be better than
did civilians and airmen. Airmen in grades 8 or 9 (g4) perceived communications climate to be
better than did officers or civilians. For Job Related Satisfaction, civilians were more satisfied at al}
levels compared to airmen and officers: however, at grade level 6 and 7 (gg), officers and civilians
did not differ significantly from each other on this criterion. Generally, as grade increases so does
reported satisfaction. The major exception involves officers in grade group g4 (8+ ). For Perceived
Productivity, airmen in the lower grade groups g (1 to 3) and gy (4 and 5) perceived produetivity to

be lower than did other groups. The highest perception is for officers in grade groups go (4 and 5)
and g3 (6 and 7).
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Analysis 20, Item 1, Classification, by Item 5, Race
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In considering classification by race, significant interaction effests were found for General
Organizational Climate (p <.005), Job Related Satisfaction (p <.002), and Perceived Productivity
(p <.001), only. (See Appendix T for details.) Figure 20 indicates for the four criteria a series of
significant differences. For General Organizational Climaie, black and white (ra2 and ra3) officers
perceive the general climate to be better than did the “Other” group (ral). Airmen of all race groups
perceived the general climate to be worse than did all other groups, except officers belonging to race
group “Other” (ral)who also perceived the climate to be worse than did other groups. There were no
significant differences for classification and race groups using the criterion of Organizational
Communications Climate. For Job Related Satisfaction, the predominant difference is for civilians,
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Figure 20. Classification by Race for four criteria. E
s,
who are more satisfied than are officers or airmen. This pattern is statistically significant for whites :

(rag) and those listed as “Other” (raj). For Perceived Productivity, white airmen perceived
productivity to be lower than did white officers or white civilians. Those officers and civilians listed
as belonging to the race group “Other” (ra}) perceived productivity to be worse than did white
officers and civilians.
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Analysis 21, Iiem 1, Classification, by Item 6, Sex

The only significant interaction effect found was for Perceived Productivity (p <.02). (See
Appendix U for details.) Figure 21 indicatzs a general pattern for all criteria, except O.ganizational
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! Communijcations Climate which had no significant differences. Officers and civilians scored higher
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Figure 21. Classification by sex for four criteria.
. ';:
on their criterion responses than did airmen. That is, officers and civilians perceived the General 3
Organizational Climate and Productivity in their organizations to be better than did airmen. Also, i
civilians were more satisfied with their jobs than were officers and airmen. Another interesting i
difference, which was limited to civilians, was that males and females differed significantly in their E
responses for all criteria except Organizational Communications Climate. Female civilians were g
more satisfied with their jobs and perceived productivity to be higher than did male civilians. On the
other hand, male civilians perceived the General Organizational Climate to be better than did female 3
civilians, 7
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Analysis 22, liem 6, Sex, by kem 13, Communication

[

L e

No significant interaction effects were observed for any of the criteria. (See Appendix V for
details.) Figure 22 indicates a general trend for the four criteria. Generally, as the amount of
communications between workers increased, the reported criterion responses also increased. The
major exception was for the criterion of Organizational Communications Climate, where
communications and sex factors had non-significant main effects. For General Organizational
Climate, the significant differences were limited to males who scored higher as the amount of
communications increased from level c] to ¢4 For the Job Related Satisfaction criterion, males
scored higher on level ¢4 (almost continuous) than for any other communication level. Female
responses at levels c3 (very frequent) and c4 (almost continuous) were only significantly higher than
the pooled response options 1 and 2 (very little and little, ¢;). When Perceived Productivity was
used as the criterion, the mean criterion score for males increased with an increase in the amount of
communications between workers. For females, scores for group ¢4 were significantly higher than

for groups ¢y and cg. Although the main effect for sex was significant, no simple main effects for sex
at different levels of communication were found.
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IV. SUMMARY ‘

e

- The major differences noted as a part of this research will not be sunmarized and discussed. '
: Tables 4 and 5 provide 2 summary of significant main effects for all one-way and two-way ANOVA.

The first difference noted was that those who had been in an organization (analysis 1) or in the
present job (analysis 2) more than 36 months scored higher on the criteria (except for 4
Organizational Communications Climate) than did other groups. Those individuals who had a :

e

e

t

¢

master or doctoral degree and those who were high schoc! non-graduates had higher reported Job
. Satisfaction than did all other groups. Also, those with a master degree perceived the General
Organizational Climate to be better thar did all other groups (analysis 3). One of the clearer
§ relationships dealt with supervision. Those who supervised larger numbers of people scored higher 3§
< on all criteria except Organizational Climate (analysis 4). ' .
H Those individuals who reported that their supervisor wrote their performance report scored k
: higher on all criteria than those reporting that their supervisor did not write their report (analysis 5).
When the number of people in a work group are considered, it appears that those working in a large <
work group (six or more people) scored higher on all criteria except Organizational T
Communications Climate than did the other groups. One other notable exception was that those N
working alone also reported high Job Related Satisfaction, and those working as a small team : e
; member reported the lowest satisfaction (analysis 6). Stability of work hours was also related to the 4l
3 criteria. The most apparent difference was for Job Related Satisfaction where satisfaction decreased "
} as work hours became more unstable (analysis 7). %
f{ The use of work group meetings by supervisors to solve problems and establish goals and :
5 objectives presented an interesting pattern. The responses for all four criteria increased as the ;
7 amount of time dedicated to the use of group meetings increased —the biggest increase being between :
* not using any meetings and using them occasionally (analysis 8). The respondent’s work schedule i
B was also related to all criteria, though less so to Organizational Communications Climate. Those on a

daily schedule only scored higher than other groups (analysis 9). For carcer intentions, all criteria
except Organizational Communications Climate covaried together. Those stating they planned to
stay in the Air Force or to retire in the next 12 months had the highest criterion ratings. On the other
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Table 4. Summary of One-way Aualyses of Variance
Criteria
Genenl Organizational Job ’
Organizational ~ Communications Related Perceived
g u A
Description Analysis Climate Climate Satisfaction Productivity
Months in Organization 1 i - e Ll
Months Experience in Job 2 e b e b
Educational Level 3 b e Eaad bk
People Supervised 4 bl - e
Supervisor Writes *
Performance Report 5 b i bl Al *
Work Group Size Group 6 b e *ee .
Work Hour Stability 7 e o e il
Group Meetings Used 8 b bl s b . :
Work Schedule 9 ree ** e b
Carcer Intentions 10 bt b bl bk : ,
Major Command ;
(MAJCOM) it (Y1) ek s x '
Oganizational Level 12 *ex i rex e * .
Work Group Codes 13 e e e e R :
Educational Level—
Officers 14 e s o e | ‘
PM B—O“‘ic(‘rs " b -8 ke [ 22}
Educational Level—
Airmen 16 i hid 5,
PME—Airmen 17 e hidd i .
Educational Level— ‘
Civilians 18 »* o ** .
*p <.05. 2
**p <0l Y
*arp <001, :
Table 5. Summary of Two-way Analyses of Variance ‘
Criteria
Geneml Organizational Job
Omganizational ~ Communications Related Perceived 3
. 'g »
Analysis Factors Climate Climate Satisfaction Productivity :
:i
.
19 1 s e e B
Classification A
2 Lidd L] e s o
Grade -
20 1 T e * j?i
Classification -
5 e * (12 ‘.\:
Race 3
2' l b *h ]
Classification i
0 - ‘
Sex ;
22 [ e *
Sex i
13 > *” ) M
Communication :
*p <05, ;
**+p <OL :
*4*p <001 i
-
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‘ hand, those stating they may continue in the Air Force or marking the “other” category (which g

contain those planning on leaving the service) scored the lowest ratings (analysis 10). For Major . E

Commands (MAJCOMs), commands C, B, and E had individuals who clearly were more dissatisfied %

than commands A and B. Also Command D had lower criterion ratings than did the other i

commands for all criteria, except Organizational Communications Climate (analysis 11). When ?

organizational level was considered, level 2 (MAJCOM and Separate Operating Agencies) had the {

, highest rating overall for the four criteria, and level 7 (Squadron) the lowest (analysis 12). For work g

group codes, work group 1XX X (Wing-Base) rated higher overall on the four criteria than did other lg;

\‘} work groups. In terms of Job Related Satisfaction, work groups 1XXX (Wing-Base) and 8XXX "
5 (Research Laboratories and Training Agencies) rated the highest, while group 5XXX (missiles)

rated the lowest {analysis 13).

For officers, the clearest relationship associated with educational level was for the criterion of
Job Related Satisfaction. 'Those officers with master and doctoral degrces were more satisfied than
those with bachelor degrees or som= graduate work (analysis 14). For airmen, those with a bachelor ‘
degree or some graduate work, and those with some college work had significantly higher rated job
related satisfaction than did high school graduates or GED certified individuals (analysis 16). For
both officer and airmen, there were, for all criteria except Organizational Communications Climate,
increases in the criterion values as the level of professional military education increased. For airmen.
there was no significant difference between those with no professional military education and those

with the NCO Oricntation Course or USAF Supervisor Course—NCO phase 1 or 2 {analyses 15 and
17) on any criterion.

pi

e 1
- i
L :

# Civilians with graduate work perceived the General Organizational Climate to be significantly i
, higher than did civilians who only had some college work. However, these civilians who had i ?f
4 graduate work perceived the Organizational Communication Climate and Perceived Productivity to ¢
> be lower than did all other response groups (analysis 18). 2
, For the two-way ANOVA of classification (officer, airmen. civilian) by grade (grades 1 through X ,f
8 or more). with the cxception of Organizational Communications Climate. the main effects ¥
g classification and grade and the interaction effects were significant. Officers at or below 0-7 perceived B
:5 the Gencral Organizational Climate to be better than did airmen and civilians. Airmen in grades E-1 L

through E-5 perceived the General Organizational Climate to be worse than did any other group.
Civilians reported higher Job Related Satisfaction generally than did airmen or officers. Officers in
grades 0-4 through 0-7 rated Perceived Productivity higher than did any other group. while the
lower grade airmen (E-1 through E-5) rated Perceived Productivity worse than did other groups
(analysis 19). The two-way ANOVA of classification by race indicated that black and white officers !
perceived the General Organizational Climate to be better than did officers in other groups. Airmen 4
of all race groups generally perceived the General Organizational Climate to be poorer than did
other groups. For Job Related Satisfaction, the predominant effect is for civilians, who are more 3
satisfied than officers and airmen. Black and white airmen also perceived work group productivity to
be lower than did black and white officers and civilians (analysis 20).

et A VI 2

»
gy

The two-way ANOVA of classification by sex had a significant main effect. limited to the
classification factor for all criteria, except Job Related Satisfaction. which had main cffects
significant for both factors. The major difference was that officers and civilians generally perccived
Productivity to be higher and perceived the General Organizational Climate to be better than did
airmen. Civilians were more satisfied with their jobs. Also, female civilians were more satisfied with
their jobs and perceived Productivity to be higher than did male civilians. Male civilians, however.
perceived the General Organizational Climate to be better than did female civilians (analysis 21).
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For the two-way ANOVA, sex by communication, the general pattern for all four criteria was that as
the amount of communication between workers increased, the reported criterion responses also
increased. The major exception was for the criterion of Organizational Communications Climate, for
which the communications and sex factors had nonsignificant main effects.
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APPENDIX A: TOTAL MONTHS IN ORGANIZATION

The analysis of variance data for total months in the organization are provided in Table A-l,
and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table A-2.

General Organizational Climate. The analysis of variance indicated that the main effects
for total months in organization was significant (p <.001). Significant differences between means
within this factor were determined by the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test. Response 7 (more
than 36 months) was significantly different from all other response options. No other significant
differences were found.

Organizational Communications Climate. The analysis of variance indicate a significant
(p <.01) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences exist between
combined responses 1 and 2 (less than 6 months) and all other responses. No other significant
differences were found.

Table A-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Total Months in Organization

Source df MS F p

General Organizational Climate

Between Groups 5 9.3214 9.23 .001
Within Groups 4102 1.0098
Total 4108

Organizational Communications Climate

Between Groups 5 3.2125 3.12 .008
Within Groups 4102 1.0281
Total 4108

Job Related Satisfaction

Between Gr ups 5 15.9297 13.60 .001
Within Groups 3873 1.1710
Total 3879

Perceived Productvity

Between Groups 5 10.9459 92.13 .001
Within Groups 4199 1.1991
Total 4205
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Table A-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Total Mouths in Organization :
General Organizational Climate E
Response Option 4 5 3 6 12 3
Group Number 3 4 2 5 1 8
S 4 914 ;
3 2 2.023 1.040 ;
6 5 2.881 1.894 922 y
12 1 3.767 2.845 2.006 1.157 ‘ 4
7 6 7.948* 6.852+* 6.291+* 5.283*  3.525* g
3
Onrganizational Communications Climate é
Response Option 5 7 4 6 3 :
Group Number 4 6 3 5 2 &
7 6 452 ;
4 3 428 048
6 5 1.364 1.142 909 '
3 2 2.218 2.169 1767 929 f
12 1 4.549* 4.868* 4.134* 3.516% 2653 ' :
Job Related Satisfaction :
Response Option 4 5 3 12 6
Group Number 3 4 2 1 S .
5 4 1.50¢ :
3 2 2.074 459
12 1 3.175 1.663 1.318
6 5 3.618 1.996 1.660 215
7 6 9.666* 7.867* 8.092* 5.912*  6.254*
Perceived Productivity
Response Option 12 4 3 5 6 E
Group Number 1 3 2 4 S :
4 3 068 :
3 2 507 435 i
5 4 2.371 2.304 2.027 %
6 5 2.635 2.562 2.295 084 @
7 6 7.125* 7.046* 7.206* 4.295*  4.656* T
*p <05. ",
Job Related Satisfaction. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001) main {
effect. The Newman-K culs Test indicated significant differences were found between response 7 N
(more than 36 months) and all other responses. No other significant differences were found. 3
ri

Perceived Productivity. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.00i) main
effect. The Newman-K euls Test indicated significant differences between response 7, and all other
responses. No other significant differences were found. .
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APPENDIX B: TOTAL MONTHS EXPERIENCE IN PRESENT JOB
3 The analysis of variance data for the total months of experience in preseut job are provided in
} Table B-1, and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table B-2.
4 General Organizational Clim ate. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <001)
4 y main effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences existed between response 7
i { (more than 36 months) and response 5 fmore than 24 months, less than 36 months). Also, significant
e i differences existed between combined responses 1 and 2 (less than 1 month; and more than 1 month,
'\‘ ! less than 6 months), and responses & (riore than 18 months, less than 24 months) and 6 {more than
. 24 months, less than 36 months). .
: Organizational Communications Clim ate. The analysis of variance indicated a significant :
S (p <001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Test indicated significant differences between combined '
*. responses 1 and 2 (less than 1 month; and more than 1 month, less than 6 months), and all otlier .
b response options. '
Table B-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Total Months g
Experience in Present Job , »
Source df MS F p i
Genenal Organizational Climate *
Betwcen Groups 5 6.3184 6.23 001 :
Within Groups 4102 1.0135 =
' Total 4108 3
Urganizational Communications Climate ;
3
Between Groups 5 5.4212 5.29 001 £
Within Groups 4102 1.0254 2
Total 4108 3
Job Related Satisfaction 3
. YA
Between Groups 5 5.2201 4.41 001 g
Within Groups 3873 1.1848
Total 3879 %
; Perceived Productivity :
Between Groups 5 4.0623 3.36 005
Within Groups 4199 1.2073 g
Total 4205 3
i 3
:
| . 4
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Table B-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Total Months
Experience in Present Job

Genenal Organizational Climate

Response Option 5 6 4 3 1-2
Group Number 4 5 3 2 1
6 5 170
4 3 1.998 1.984
3 2 2.871 2951 769
1-2 1 4.129* 4.310* 2.128 1.488
7 6 5.742+ 6.246* 3.488* 2.902* 1.038
Organizational Communications Climate
Response Option 7 4 3 5 6
Group Number 6 3 2 4 5
4 3 1.380
3 2 2.091 435
5 4 1.948 523 138
6 5 2.759 1.014 635 434
1-2 1 7.196* 4.568* 4.466* 3.871*  3.745*
Job Related Satisfaction
Response Option 4 6 5 3 1-2
Group Number 3 5 4 pA 1
6 5 196
5 4 .262 083
3 2 1.364 1.230 1.044
1-2 1 1.777 1.667 1.454 486
7 6 4.735* 4.856* 4.238* 3.557*  2.838*
Perceived Productivity
Response Option 5 6 1-2 3 4
Group Number 4 5 1 2 3
6 5 .258
1-2 1 289 035
3 2 490 248 211
4 3 809 600 572 387
7 6 3.803* 3.957* 3.883* 3.792%  2,947*
*p <05,

Job Related Satisfa- .ion. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001) main
effect. The Newman-K euls Test indicated significant differences between response 7 (more than 36
months} and all other response optious.

Perceived Productivity. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.005) main
cffect. The Newman-K culs Test indicated significant differences between response 7 (more than 36

months) and all other response options except for response option 5 (more than 18 months, less

than 24 months).
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‘/ APPENDIX C: HIGHEST EDUCATICNAL LEVEL OBTAINED i
’ i
The analysis of variance data for highest educational level obtained are provided in Table C-1, ‘1
and the Newman-K culs Sequential Range Test results are presented in Tahle C-2. :
X ]
¢ General Organizational Clim ate. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <001) \
. main effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences between response 2 (high |
A v school graduate or GED) and all other responses: also between response option 3 (some college )
& work) and all other responses. In addiiion, response 6 (master degree) also differed significantly ‘
) from responses 4 (bachelor degree) and 5 (some graduate work). ]
3 |
’ : Organizational Communications Clim atc. The analysis of variance indicated a significant ]
e : (p <001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Test indicated significant differences between response 7, 1
(doctoral degree) and all other response options. Also. responses 2 (high school and GED) and 3 1
&. . (some college work) differed significantly. ‘\
. |
{: Table C-1. Analysis of Yariance Summary Talile for Highest
E Educational Level Obtained )
:’ Source df MS ) F p ¢
% Geneml Oiganizational Climate iL
E: Between Groups 6 32.0869 32.93 001
. Within Groups 4101 9745 \
Total 4108 i
' 'é
Organizational Communications Climate
’ Between Groups 6 %.2063 6.07 Lol :
Within Groups 4101 1.0232 )
i Total 4108 :
et d
SE Job Related Satisfaction :
:} Between Groups . 6 7.8822 6.68 001 1 ..
e i Within Groups 3872 1.1797 ! 3
gé . Total 3879 ; i
i i
1 ) “
b , :
= 5 Pereived Productivity ’ !
é, Betwecn Groups 6 12.4350 10.41 .001 .
7 Within Groups 1198 1.1047 :
7% : Total 1205 ;
— ;
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Table C-2. Newman-Keuls Scquential Range Test for Your

Higheet Educational Level
Genem! Organizational Climate g
:
Response Option 2 3 1 5 4 1
Group Number 2 3 1 5 4 7
3 3 4.741¢
1 4.062* 2.803*
5 5 8.457+ 5919+ 134
4 4 11.926* 8.957 973 1.467
7 7 6.848* 5.515* 1.784 2.187 1.379
6 6 15.528¢ 12.823+* 3.010 4.884* 3817+ 803
| ;
Organizational Communications Climate ‘
Response Optian v 5 3 2 4 6
Group Number 7 5 3 2 4 6
5 5 5931+
3 3 6.867* 710
2 2 7.699+ 2.284 2.951*
4 4 7.338+ 2.033 2.026 197
6 6 7.283* 2.063 2017 355 143
1 1 6.396* 2.302 2144 1.363 1.212 1.115
Job Related Satisfaction
v
Response Option 2 S 4 3 6 ] .
Group Number 2 5 4 3 6 1
5 5 181
) 4 2.204 1.411
3 3 4.532* 2.246 655
6 6 6.069* 4.386* 3.357* 3.497+
1 1 4.207* 3.846 3.206 3.093 1.480
1 7 5235+ 4.6Y6* 4.014* 3.954* 2.041 .268
Perceived Productivity
Response Option 7 2 5 1 3 4 X
Group Number 7 2 5 1 3 4 .
2 2 2333
5 5 2.400 .565 s
1 1 2.108 626 31 ’
3 3 3.135 2.861 956 147 l
4 4 5.049* 6.714* 4.285* 2.161 4.913¢
6 6 6.374% 9.146* 6.356* 3.500 7517 2517 B
. P <.05 PR ,&"‘j

Job Related Satisfaction. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001) main ;
effect. The Newman-K euls Test indicated significant differences between response 2 (high school i
graduate or GED) and response 3 (some college work). Respnnse 6 (master degree) and response 7
(doctoral degree) differed significantly from responses 2, 3.4, 5 (some college work—some graduate
work). Response 1 (high school non-graduate) differed significantly from response 2 (high school
graduate or GED).

Perceived Productivity. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001) main
effect. The Newman-Kculs Sequential Range Test indicated response 4 (bachelor degree) and
response 6 (master degree) cach differed significantly from responses 2, 3, 5, and 7.
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APPENDIX D: NUMBER OF PEOPLE DIRECTLY SUPERVISED

The analysis of variance data for number of people directly supervised are provided in Table D-
1, and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table D-2.

General Organizational Clim ate. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <001)
main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences between all

pairs of means except for responses 2 (1 to 2 people) and 3 (3 to 5 people) which were not
significant.

Organizational Communications Clim ate. The analysis of variance showed that the main
effect was not significant.

Job Related Satisfaction. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.01) main
effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated a significant difference between
response 1 (none) and the combined responses 4, 5, 6, and 7 (6 to 21 or more). )

Table D-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Number
of People You Directly Supervise

Source df MS F P
Genenal Organizational Climate
Between Groups 3 50.3169 51.14 001 ;
Within Groups 4104 9839 b
Total 4108
Organizational Communications Climate ;
Between Groups 3 1.6211} 1.57 194
Within Groups 4104 1.0303
Total 4108
Job Related Satisfaction
Between Groups 3 4.9845 4.20 006 f
Within Groups 3875 1.1871
Total 3879 ¥
Perceived Productivity v‘
Between Groups 3 37.4730 31.63 001 i
Within Groups 4201 1.1947
Total 4205

41
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People You Directly Supervise

Table D-2. Newmaun-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Number

Response Option

General Oxganizational Climate

1 2 3
Group Number 1 2 3
2 2 7.357*
3 3 11.553* 2.677
4.7 4 14.440* 5.691* 3.323*
Job Related Satisfaction
Response Option 1 3 2
: Group Number 1 3 2
3 3 2.165
& 2 2 3.061 847
s 4-7 4 4.278* 1.902 1.030
: Perceived Productivity
Response Option 1 2 3
: Group Number 1 2 3
k. 2 2 3.882*
3 3 9.995* 4.379*
4.7 4 11.048* 5.677* 1.602
*p <.05.

Perceived Productivity. The analysis of variance indicated a significant {p <.001) main
effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated all pairs were significantly different
except for response 3 (3 to 5 people) and the combined responses 4, 5, 6, and 7 (6 to 21 or more)
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APPENDIX E: SUPERVISOR ACTUALLY WRITES PERFORMANCE REPORTS

The analysis of variance data based on whether the supervisor actually writes the performance

reports are provided in Table E-I, and the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are
presented in Table E-2.

Table E-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Whether
Supervisor Writes Performance Reports

Source

df MS F p
Geneml Organizational Climate
Between Groups 1 445.8785 148.42 .001
Within Groups 4097 9829
Total 4099
Onganizational Communications Climate
Between Groups 1 14.4293 14.07 001
Within Groups 4097 1.0259
Total 4099
Job Related Satisfaction
Between Groups 1 1560.4303 136.19 .001
Within Groups 3869 1.1486
Total 3871
Perceived Productivity
Between Groups 1 106.8759 90.25 .001
Within Groups 4195 1.1843
Total 4197
Table E-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for
Whether Supervisor Actually Writes Performance Reports
Genem! Organizational Climate
Response Option 2
Groun Number 2
1 1 17.229*
Organizational Communications Climate
Response Option 2
Group Number 2
1 5.304*
Job Related Satisfaction
Response Option 2
Group Number 2
1 16.504*
Perceived Productivity
Response Option 2
Group Number 2
1 . 13.435*
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APPENDIX F:SIZE OF WORK GROUP

The analysis of variance data for size of work group are provided in Table F-1,and the Newman-
Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table F-2.

General Organizational Climate (n = 3860). The analysis of variance indicated a
significant (p <.001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant
differences between response 4 (as a large gronp team member) and all other response options.

Organizational Communications Clim ate (n =3860). The analysis of variance showed no
signiticant main effect.

Job Related Satisfaction (n =3647). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
between all pairs of means except for responses 1 (alone) and 4 (as a large group team member).

Table F-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Size of Work Group

Source df MS F P

General Organizational Climate

Between Groups 3 23.1531 23.07 001
Within Groups 3856 1.0036
Total 3860

Organizational Communications Climate

Between Groups 3 1.7501 1.70 165
Within Groups 3856 1.0299
Total 3860

Job Related Satisfaction

Between Groups 3 30.2389 26.21 .001
Within Groups 3643 }1.1536
Total 3647

Perceived Productivity

Between Groups 3 24.8827 21.03 001
Within Groups 3955 1.1835
Total 3959
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Table F-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Work Group Size

General Organizational Climate

Response Option 1 2 3
Group Number 1 2 3
2 2 458
3 3 955 672
4 4 8.881* 10.653* 9.682*

Job Related Satisfaction

Response Option 3 2
Group Number 3 2 1
2 2 7.846*
1 1 9.354* 3.442+
4 4 11.083* 4.471* 448

Perceived Productivity

Response Option 1 2 3
Group Number 1 2 3
2 2 684
3 3 3.252 3.417*
4 4 8.888* 10.431* 7.094*
*p <.05.

Perceived Productivity (n =3959). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
between response 4 (as a large group team member) and all other response options. Also, response 2
(with one or two people) differed significantly from response 3 (as a small group team member).
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APPENDIX G:STABILITY OF WORK HOURS

The analysis of variance data for stability of work hours are provided in Table G-1, and the
Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table G-2.

Perceived Productivity (n =4205). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
between response 3 (moderately stable) and all other response options. In addition, response 4
(stightly unstable) differed significantly from responses 1 (highly stable) and 2 (very stable).

Table G-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Stability of Werk Hours

Source

df MS F

P
General Organizational Climate
Between Groups 4 18.3148 18.26 001
Within Groups 4103 1.0031
Total 4108
Organizational Communications Climate
Between Groups 4 3.6688 3.57 007
Within Groups 4103 1.0282
Total 4108
Job Related Satisfaction
Between Groups 4 154.0627 149.26 .001
Within Groups 3874 1.0322
Total 3879
Perceived Productivity
Between Groups 4 10.9659 9.13 .001
Within Groups 4200 1.2014
Total 4205
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Table G-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Stability of Work Hours ; :
" ¥ v
L L ! ;
‘ General Organizational Climate ; :
:,“_ ® x T
. M Response Option 3 5 4 1 - g
¥ ! Group Number 3 5 4 1 3
4 § 5 5 1119 : ;
. P 4 4 3.980* 2.811* . ]
4 S 1 1 6.746* 5.339% 2124 ‘
; 2 2 .10.310* 8.857* 5.739* 4.531* M y
‘. N Omganizational Communications Climate ! k’
> ; C
% 5o
2 Response Option S 4 2 3 ¥ i
B T Group Number 5 4 2 3 : :
o ! 4 4 656 i
B ;o 2 2 2.454 1.735 4
’ 3 3 3.081 2.469 1.142 M 7
B , 1 1 4.523* 3.848* 2618 941 {
P4 . 3
’ Job Related Satisfaction
\;;~ . B
2 Response Option 5 4 3 2 :

Group Number 5 4 3 2
5.010*
9.575* 4.573*

24.290* 18.707* 13,544+

27.638* 22.085* 16.942* 4.173*

B3 WO b
—0 N e

L i

&
'

e

Perceived Productivity

2

§

Py A et AL s At oMo Gk ko

e

Ty

Response Option 3 4 S
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APPENDIX H:EXTENT THAT WORK GROUP MEETINGS ARE USED TO
SOLVE PROBLEMS AND ESTABLISH GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Table H-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Extent to Which Group
Meetings are Used to Solve Problems and Establish Goals and Onjectives

The analysis of variance da* for the effect of group meetings are provided in Table H-1,and the
significant Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table H-2.

Tests were significant for all pairs of means except for two criteria, each of which had one pair
that was not significant. The nonsignificant differences were between Organizational
Communications Climate response 2 (occasionally) and response 3 (about half the time); and
between Job Related Satisfaction response 3 {about half the time) and response 4 (almost totally).

df Ms

R

iz

EF AL S

Between Groups
Within Groups

Ty
N
PR

e

Between Groups
Within Groups

ST AT
iRt

T
A

A

R

._&;3{;

nyﬁ_zl;‘&x:

Between Groups
Within Groups

T

g0
BA5E

Between Groups
Within Groups

b4

2
S
4
Z;

3
b

Geneml Organizational Climate

3 138.4499
4091 9182
4095

Organizational Communications Climate

3 22,7280
4091 1.0153
4095

Job Related Satisfaction

3 52.1367
3864 1.1512
e

Perceived Productivity

001

001

.001

.001

3 118.6356
4188 1.1225
4192
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Table H-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Extent o Which Group
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Response Option

Response Option

> W N

Response Option

Response Option

Genenl Organizational Climate

Group Number
2
3
4

1

1
22.399+
25.180*
26.415*

Organizutional Communications Climate

Group Number
2
3
4

1
1
8.145
8.524+
10.970*

Job Related Satisfaction

Group Number
2
3
4

1

1
12,902+
13.389*
14.549¢

Perceived Droductivity

Group Number
2

3
4

1

1
18.010*
20.710*
22.476*

7.855
11.05)*

[

2071
5.638*

[

3.157*
5.571*

6.858*
10.322¢

3.674*

3.324*
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APPENDIX I: WORK SCHEDULE

The analysis of variance data for work schedules are provided in Table I-1, and the Newman-
Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table I-2.

General Organizational Climate (n = 3849). The analysis of variance indicated 2
significant (p <.001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant
differences between the combined responses 2 and 5 (swing shift and night shift), and all other
response options. Also, response option 5 (daily work) was significantly different from all other
responses. Response 6 {crew schedule) also differed significantly from responses 2 and 3 combined,
and response 4 (day and night shift).

Organizational Communications Climate (n =3849). The analysis of variance indicated
a significant (p <01) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant
differences existed between response 6 and the combined responses 2 and 3, and response 4.

Table I-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Work Schedule

Source df MS F p
Genemal Organizational Climate
Between Groups 4 52.4056 54.36 .001
Within Groups 3844 9641
Total 3849
Organizational Communications Climate
Between Groups 4 3.2685 3.19 013
Within Groups 3844 1.0257
Total 3849
Job Related Satisfaction
Between Groups 4 164.7165 164.38 .001
Within Groups 3624 1.0021
Total 3629
Perceived Productivity
Between Groups 4 20.4604 17.28 .001
Within Groups 3937 1.1843
Total 3942
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Table I-2. Newmn-Keuls Seuential Range Test for Work Schedule

TSR
N

WaNh
‘

General Organizational ( limate

¥

AT/ QNI et

P Response Option 2-3 4 i 6 o
5 Group Number 2 3 1 5 ;
4 3 4.659* 7
' ] 1 7.674* 2.277 E
e 6 5 8.978* 4.012* 2311 1
TS s 4 17.473* 11.348* 12.008*  7.451* K
L:-'I_' Organizationz] Communications Climate !
v Response Option 4 2-3 1 S !
. Group Number 3qc2 1 4 :
o 23 2 334 N
e - 1 1 1910 1.490 i
5 4 2.861 2372 993 ,
E: 6 5 4.226* 3.908* 3.100 2.734 3
g Job Related Satisfetion §
o R esponse Option 6 4 2-3 1 ;
2 - Group Number 5 3 2 I !
4 3 2.745 :
23 2 2.728 007 z
e 1 1 11551 7.269+ 7.188+
. 5 4 28.260* 20.836* 20567+  17.415*
< ” Perceived Productivity
7
T Response Optivn 2-3 4 6 1
:" w Croup Number 2 3 5 1
A 4 3 911
23S 6 5 2.955 1.981
7 ! 1 3.907* 2.855 182
o 5 4 8.710% 7.580* 5978*  6.080%
2 “ *p <05,
B . Job Related Satisfaction (n =3629). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
: .001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Test indicated that response 5 (daily work)
i response 1 (day shift work) differed significantly from all other response options.
e iF
g Perceived Productivity (n =3942). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < ;
‘éﬁ .001) main effect The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences ’
i existed between responses 5 and all other response options. Also, response 1 and the combined R

responses 2 and 3 differed significantly from cach other.
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APPENDIX J: DESCRIPTION OF CAREER INTENTIONS

The analysis of variance data for career intentions, in regard to the Air Force, are provided in
Table J-1, and the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table J-2.

General Organizational Climete (n = 4093). The analysis of variance indicaied a

significant (p <.001) main effect. The Newmar: K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant
differences between all pairs of response means.

Organizational Communications Climate (N =4092 ). The analysis of variance indicated
a significant main effect (p <.01). The Newman-K culs Sequential Range Test indicated a significant
difference only between response 1 (to continue in the Air Force) and response 5 (other).

Job Related Satisfaction (n =3864). The analysis of variance indicated significant (p < A
.001) main eifects. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences i
between all response options except between response 2 (will most likely continue in the Air Force)
and response 4 (planning to cetire in the next 12 months).

-~

Table J-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Career Intentions
(dir Force)

-~

¥
¥
£
Source df MS F P ‘}
Geneml Organizational Climate
Between Groups 4 117.5633 129.95 001
Within Groups 4088 9047
Total 4093 R
Organizational Communications Climate
Between Groups 4 4.6296 4.50 01
Within Groups 4088 1.0279
Total 4093 ]
Job Related Satisfaction
&
Between Groups 4 114.9263 107.28 001 "
Within Groups 3859 1.0713 i
Total 3864 4
Perceived Produetivity M
9
Between Groups 4 67.2693 58.94 001
Within Groups 4184 1.1412 Y
Total 4189 i
K
52 2

RPN PR A fe
L e Pt M B,




n B G R R Oy

;
Table J-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Career Intentions :
General Organizational Clismate
Response Option 5 3 2 4
Group Number 5 3 2 4
3 3 7.532*
2 2 13.527* 6.859*
4 4 13.183* 8.298* 3.046*
1 1 30.119+ 21.129* 10.498*  4.056*
Organizational Communications Climate '
]
Response Option 5 4 2 3 1
Group Number 5 4 2 3 ]
4 4 118
2 2 1.529 939
3 3 2.900 1.729 .988
1 1 5.574* 3.162 2.990 2.248
Job Related Satisfaction
Response Option 5 3 2 4
Group Number 5 3 2 4
3 3 4.317*
2 2 9.577* 5.680*
4 4 8.674* 5.842¢ 1.572
1 1 26.635* 21.224* 12.078*  6.771*
Perceived Productivity
Response Option 5 3 2 4 .
, Group Number 5 3 2 4 -
: 3 3 2.849+
. 2 2 7.120* 4.576*
4 4 8.547* 6.672* 3.093*
® 1 1 19.378* 15.827% 8.473* 2,582 K
é
% *p <05, .
‘ Perceived Productivity (n =4189). The analysis of variance indicated a significant {p < *:
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences 4
between all response pairs except between response | (to continue in the Air Force) and response 4 g
(planning to retire in the next 12 months).

R B L L et




S s T 3 8 9 et gt N
BTN rr; R }.“N Kok 0 Q?E:’,f?’,«"':'a, B R T N 1 e e

.
R T A

APPENDIX K: MAJOR COMMAND

The analysis of variance data for the effect of the major command (MAJCOM) to which the
respondent was assigned are provided in Table K-1, and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test
results are presented in Table K-2. The MAJCOMs are labelled A to E to preserve their anonymity.

General Organizational Climate (n =3901). For the criterion of General Organizational
Climate, the analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls
Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences between command A and commands D and .
E, between command B and commands D and E, and between commands D and E. !

-

Organizational Com munications Climate (n =3901). The analysis of variance indicated
a significant main effects (p <001}. The Newman-K culs Sequentizl Range Test indicated significant

.

't
differences between all command pairs except between commands D and E. 1
Table K-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Major Command MAJCOM) ?;
¥ Source df MS F p B
_ V“‘
4
3

Genenal Organizational Climate

)

AR

relx!

: Beiween Groups 4 17.2258 17.07 001 Y
Yy Within Groups 38906 1.0089 3
Total 3901
“ ‘:
, Orxganizational Communications Climate N
?‘ Between Groups 4 18.9081 18.71 001 i
3 Within Groups 3896 1.0104 |
E Total 3901 )
'1., ‘ Job Related Satisfaction 3
N : {
% Between Groups 4 108.2592 102.84 001 ?‘a,
S Within Groups 3679 1.0527 :
o T : & ;
3 T'otal 30684 ¥ “
“ Perceived Productivity o
L Between Groups 4 10.0853 8.42 001 i
,: i Within Groups 3989 1.1977 .3
4 % Total 3994 3
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Table K -2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Major Command MAJCOM)

General Organizational Climate

Response Option D E B A
Group Number 5 6 2 1
E 6 2.954*
B 2 8.463* 8.283*
A I 8.094* 7.457* 404
C 4 2.342 1.849 766 696
Organizational Communications Climate
Response Option A D E B
Group Number 1 5 6 2
D 5 5.634*
E 6 8.391* 72
B 2 11.470* 4.196* 5.033*
C 4 5.348* 4.182* 4.086*  3.421*
Job Related Satisfaction
Response Option D C E B
Group Number 5 4 6 2
C 4 1.039
E 6 10.478* 642
B 2 21.660* 2.739 17.294*
A 1 22.831* 3.325 18.592*  3.717*
Perceived Productivity
Response Option D A E C
Group Number 5 1 6 4
A 1 3.483*
E 6 4.343* 234
C 4 958 254 220
B 2 7.837* 4.433* 5.545* 495
*p <05,

Job Related Satisfaction (n =3684). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
.001) main effect. The Newman-K culs Sequential Range Test was significant for all command pairs

except that command C did not differ significantly from any other command.

Perceived Productivity (n =3994). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
between command I) and commands A, B and E. Also, commuand B differed significantly from
commands A, D and E.
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APPENDIX L: ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL !

|

. o i

2 he analysis of variance data for the organizational level of the respondents are provided in §

i Table L-1. the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table L-2. The

H organizational level codes are given in Table 2 of main text.

3

13 General Organizational Climate (n =4108). The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test \

2 indicated that for those levels tested (responses 2, 5, 6, 7 and 8) there were significant differences

3 between all pairs, except for levels 5 and 8, which did not differ significantly from each other.

; Organizational Communications Climate (n =4108). The Newman-K euls Sequential ‘

5 Range Test indicated significant differences between all organizational levels except between levels 5

iz and 0: and between level 6 and level 7. ;

; Job Related Satisfaction (n =3879). The Newman-K culs Sequential Range Test indicated .

?3_ that significant differences existed between all organizational levels except between levels 5 and 6. ,§ i

k- Perceived Productivity (n =4205). The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated : i

; significant differences existed between all organizational levels except for levels 7 and 8. ;

; Table L-1. Analysis of Varance Summary Table for Organizational Level }f

?‘ —\lé

; vy dqf MS r P :

.’

A General Organizational Climate ¢ ;

\ v . : B

4 Bl.lwf( n‘(. roups 7 29.1676 30.01 .001 K

x Vithin Groups 4100 9719 H

Total 4108 ; )

j;

’. Onganizational Communications Climate :

{( Al

- li.«'.l ween ‘(: roups 7 10.0091 9.86 001 5 ,

ko Within (.roups 4100 1.0154 o 3

( Totai 4108 rf' .,

: Job Related Satisfaction 3

‘?," Bc-l“f-cn‘(, roups 0 80.0351 74.95 001 % 5

i Vithin Groups 3872 1.0678 b :

23 Total 3870 .

,; Perceived Productivity v

E Between Groups 7 17.8208 15.06 001 :

b NVithin Groups 4197 1.1830 ; ]

o Total 4205 : ’
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Table L-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test
for Organizational Level !

General Organizational Climate

et

Response Option 7 6 5 8
Group Number 4 3 2 5
6 3 7.802*
5 2 11.048* 3.434*
8 5 12.523* 5.627* 2.381
2 1 14.073+* 9.323* 6.840* 4.858*
Organizational Communications Climate
Response Option 8 6 7 5
Group Number 5 3 4 2
6 3 6.304*
7 4 7.434* 174
5 2 8.064* 2.473 2.824*
2 1 10.940* 7.203* 7.651* 5.406*
Job Related Satisfaction ;
Response Option 7 5 6 8
Group Number 4 2 3 5
5 2 13.563* ;
0 3 18.746* 2.748 .
8 5 17.768* 5.174* 2.986* :
2 1 19.061* 10.061* 8.526* 5.835* :
Perceived Productivity .
Respouse Option 7 8 6 5 “
Group Number 4 5 3 2 3
8 5 .268 ;
6 3 6.041* 3.789* 4
5 2 9.057* 6.177* 3.021*
2 1 10.909* 0.247* 7.188* 5.048* &
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APPENDIX M: WORK GROUP CODES :
The analysis of variance data for the four criteria are provided in Table M-1. The Newman-
Keuls Sequential Range Tests involved eight work group levels. Discussing all significant pair
e combinations for the four criteria becomes rather awkward. Review of the Newman-Keuls
- Sequential Range Test results in Table M -2 provides all significant relationships. The work group
3 codes are labeled in Table 3 in main text. o
iﬁ Table M-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Work Group Codes 4
- Source df MS ¥ p *
R
General Organizational Climate 3
1
Between Groups 7 33.4959 34.73 001 ' '
Within Groups 4100 9645 3
Total 4108 v

ool
S e

g¥;%

AT

Organizational Communications Climate

Between Groups 7 24.5087 24.74 001 E
Within Groups 4100 9907
Total 4108 33
3 ;
Job Related Satisfaction o :
e :
Between Groups 7 069.7137 65.39 001 E
Within Groups 3871 1.066} ’
Total 3879 ‘ ,
Perceived Productivity -

RS WS b T el v

Between Groups 1 21.3048 18.10 001 g
Within Groups 4197 1.1772
o
Total 4205 “q
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Table M-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Work Group Codes

Group Num-
ber

5

3
6
2
7
8
|

Group Num-
ber

_——] W RS L e N

Group Num-
ber

- b

&L= =3

Group Num-
ber

2 B P ]

4

4

837

2,639
4.842¢
12.700*
8.559+*
10.958*
17.329*

General Organizational Climate

5 3

5 3
1.453
3.119 1.598
8.701* - 6.983*
7.197* 6.091+
8.903* 7.619*

12,489+ 10.780*

6

5.474*
5.033+
6.455*
9.456*

Organizational Communications Climate

8

8

8.053*
12.191*
11.658*
14.735*
14.080*
11.186*
15.531*

5

5

7.502*
10.153*
10.758*
14,495+
12.484*
24.116*
18.923*

6

6
2.932+
8.123*
6.491*
8.685*
0.634

10.567*
14.496*

6
6

4.043*
4.567*
7.972*
7.586*
5.557*
9.097*

Job Relawd Satisfaction

2
2

1.924
4.306*
8.529*
8.008*
18.922+
14.289*

Perceived Productivity

8
8

2.651
2.309
4.193*
3.021
5.187*
8.471*

4
4

1.720
5.848*
5.453*
3.609
7.307*

4
4

3.253*
8.053*
7.429*
20.193*
14,175+

4
4

d11
2.891
2.258
4.612*
9.859*

5
5

2.838*
3.010
2.245
4.107*

3.943*
4.907*
12,977+
10.376*

2.224
1.966
3.339
7.433*

1.534
2.494
4.554*

512
393
1.523

2,073
8.617*
7.105*

343
858
4.985¢

7 8
7 8
522
1.356 873
3 7
3 7
.032
847 S71
7 1
7 1
3.875*

3.741¢ 527

7 2
7 2
236

3.170 4.687¢
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APPENDIX N:HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OBTAINED (OFFICERS) %

The analysis of variance data for the highest educational level obtained by the officers in this

study are provided in Table N-1, and the significant Newman-K euls Sequential Range Tests are
presented in Table N-2.

General Organizational Climate (n =712). The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test
indicated significant differences between responses 4 (bachelor degree) and 5 (some graduate work);
and between responses 5 (some graduate work) and 6 (master degree).

Organizational Communications Climate (n =712). The Newman-Keuls Sequential
Range Test indicated significant differences between response option 7 (doctoral degree), and
responses 4 (bachelor degree), 5 (some graduate work) and 6 (master degree).

Job Related Satisfaction (n =686). The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated g
significant differences between response option 5 (some graduate work) and response 6 {master 4
degree) and 7 (doctoral degree). Also, significant differences exist between response option 4 R
(bachelor degree) and responses 6 and 7. 3
Table N-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Highest X
Educational Level Obtained (Officers) 5‘;:
Source df MS F P ‘:’%
General Organizational Climate !E
Between Groups 3 4.4061 5.11 .001 “
Within Groups 708 8628 :
Total 712 3
Onganizational Communications Climate ‘
Between Groups 3 6.0289 6.42 001 .
Within Groups 708 9388 .
Total 712 .
Job Related Satisfaction o -
Between Groups 3 12.3096 8.80 001 z
Within Groups 682 1.3991
Total 686 E
Perceived Productivity
Between Groups 3 8.9439 9.91 001
Within Groups 718 9025
Total 722
- S
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: Table N-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Educational Level (Officers)
5; General Organizational Climate
Response Option 5 1
@ Group Number 2 1 4
e 4 1 2,777
¢ 7 4 1.946 447
P 6 3 5.499* 2.996 1.076
Organizational Communications Climate
: . Response Option 1 5 4
. Group Number 4 2 1
Lo 5 2 5.007*
.o 1 1 5.648* 907
: 6 3 6.137* 1.784 965 :
Job Related Satisfaction
Response Optien 5 4 6
Group Number 2 1 3 _
4 1 1.490 i
0 3 5.726* 4.678*
7 4 5.015* 4.326* 1.962
Perceived Productivity
Response Option 7 5 4
Group Number 4 2 1 s
5 2 2.086 :
4 1 3.809* 2.954* :
6 3 5.731* 6.350* 3.786*
& w p <05, :
2 i Perceived Productivity (n =722). The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated ‘,x
b }, significant differences between response option 7 (doctoral degree) and responses 4 (bachelor i
; * degree) and 6 (master degree). Significant differences were obtained between response option 5
N (some graduate work) and responses 4 and 6. ;
b .'S%
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APPENDIX O: HIGHEST LEVEL OF PROFESSIONAL MILITARY

EDUCATION OBTAINED (OFFICERS)

of Professional Military Education (Officers)

The analysis of variance data for the highest level of professional military education obtained by
officers are provided in Table O-1, and the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are
presented in Table 0-2,

General Organizational Climate (n =699). The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test
indicated that all pairs of responses were statistically different except for responses 5 (Squadron
Officers School) and 6 (intermediate service school).

Organizational Communications Climate (n =699). The Newman-Keuls Sequential
Range Test indicated that response option 7 differed significantly from all other responses.

Job Related Satisfaction (n =671). The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated
that all response pairs significantly differed from each other except for response 0 (none or not
applicable) and response 5 (Squadron Officers School).

Table O-1. Analysis of Vanance Summary Table for Highest Level

Source df MS F P
Geneml Organizational Climate
Between Groups 3 8.0641 9.64 001
Within Groups 695 8363
Total 699
Organizational Communications Climate
Between Groups 2 3.7260 3.90 009
Within Groups 695 9546
Total 699
Job Related Satisfaction
Between Groups 3 21.7499 16.07 001
Within Groups 667 1.3535
Total 671
Perceived Productivity
Between Groups 3 9.0518 10.13 .001
Within Groups 700 8938
Total 704
62
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Table 0-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for
Professional Military Education (Officers)

General Organizational Climate

,: Response Option 0 5 6
5o, Group Number 1 2 3 '
o 2 2.990* ;

5
6 3 4.248 2.055
7 4 7.320* 5.623* 3.173* !

Xg\gw
A

NG
ol

Pl

Organizational Communications Climate d

PRIRR L)
e

W
Rl

Response Option

e
(=)}

K

- Group Number 1 2 3 ' :
- 5 2 922 ; :
o 6 3 1.515 867 \
. 7 4 4.532% 4.285* 2,972+ ;

P

‘ Job Related Satisfaction 3 :
E ; Response Option 0 5 6 !
E N Group Number 1 2 3 , ,
- - 5 2 2.132
9 6 3 5.330* 4.060*
‘ 7 4 8.824* 3.007* 3.607*
u Perceived Productivity i
4% *.;2 ! i
£ Response Option 0 5 6 '
- W Group Number 1 2 3 , :
L £1 5 2 2.325 .
3 e 6 3 5.213* 3.776* ¢
e 7 4 6.818* 5.626* 1.748 :
= % ;
: g,‘;s *p <05,

8 T Perceived Productivity (n =704). The Newman-Keuls Sequenti-] Range Test indicated

¥

.
A . that all response pairs significantly differed except for responses 0 and 5: and responses 6 and 7. ! S
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%: APPENDIX P: HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OBTAINED (AIRMEN) % :
) The analysis of variance data for the highest educational level obtained by airmen are provided £
in Table P-1 and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table P-2. r
General Organizational Climate (n =2702). The analysis of variance indicated 2 :
significant main effect (p <.001). The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant g
differences between responses 2 (high school graduate or GED) and 3 (some college work). 1
Organizational Communications Climate (n = 2702). The main effect was not ‘
significant. y
Job Related Satisfaction (n =2558). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < w. |
.005) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated a significant difference é k
existed between response 2 (high school graduate or GED) and 3 (some college work); and between 3 ¥
response 2 and the pooled response option 4 and 5 (bachelor’s degree and some graduate work). 3: ;
r'z‘: y
Perceived Productivity (n =2786). The main effect was not significant. f ]
Table P-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for «} f
Highest Educational Level Obtained (Airmen) *if;* i
&::% i
Source df Ms F p ”T'
General Organizational Ciimate B !
Betwee. Groups 3 5.4939 5.40 001 A
Within Groups 2698 1.0166 .
Total 2702 e 7
Organizational Communications Climate p
Between Groups 3 1.9172 1.92 125 »
Within Groups 2698 1.0009 i N
Total 2702 ¥ B
Job Related Satisfaction "*4 j:
g =
Between Groups 3 5.0926 4.69 003 T
Within Groups 2554 1.0861 3
Total 2558 N ’
Perceived Productivity g \2
! §
Between Groups 3 2.0089 1.63 181 i i
Within Groups 2782 12333 i f
Total 2786 4 i
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Table P-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for

Educational Level (Airmen)

»

General Organizational Climate

Response Option 2
Group Number 2
1 1 909
3 3 4.940*
45 4 3.593

Job Related Satisfaction

Response Option 2
Group Number 2
3 3 4.168*
4-5 4 3.579*
] 1 1.949

.034
928 1.851
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APPENDIX Q: HIGHEST LEVEL OF PROFESSIONAL MILITARY
EDUCATION OBTAINED (AIRMEN)

The analysis of variance data for the highest level of professional military education cbtained by
airmen are provided in Table Q-1, the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in

Table Q-2.

General Organizational Climate (n =2700). The analysis of variance indicated a
significant (p <.001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant
differences existed between all response pairs except between responses 0 and 1.

Organizational Communications Climate (n = 2700). The main effect was not
significant.

Job Related Satisfaction (n =2555). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Pange Test indicated significant differences
between all response pairs except between responses 9 and 1.

Y

Perceived Productivity (n =2784 ). The analyris of variance indicated a significant (p <

.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences \.>
between all response pairs except between responses 0 and 1. and between responses 3 and 4. f
Table Q-1. Analysis of Yariance Summary Table for Highest Level {%

of Professional Military Education (Airmen)

Source daf MS F p

Genem] Organizational Climate

Between Groups 4 54.9249 58.33 .001
Withia Groups 2695 9417
Total 2700

Organizational Communications Climate

Between Groups 4 1.9579 1.95 099
Within Groups 2695 1.0025 .
Total 2700 3

Job Related Satisfaction

Between Groups 4 37.7929 36.57 001
Within Groups 2550 1.0333
Total 2555

Perceived Productivity

Between Groups 4 27.5922 22.99 D01
Within Groups 2779 1.2003
Total 2784
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Table Q-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for
Professional Military Education (Airmen)

General Organizational Climate

Response Option 0 I 2 3
Group Number 1 2 3 4
1 2 2,048
2 9.961* 7.550*
% 3 4 14.587* 12.503* 6.034*
o . 4 5 16.358* 14.718* 9.418*  4.067*
i
5‘ X Job Related Satisfaction
:
_' : ) Response Option 0 1 2 3 ;
g o Group Number 1 2 3 4
E 32* 1 2 479 .
5 . 2 3 3.555* 2.912*
3 3 4 10.549* 9.752* 7.052*
Perceived Productivity
Response Option 0 1 2 3
Group Number 1 2 3 4 '
1 2 1.451
2 3 4.831* 3.273*
3 4 10.001* 8.565* 5.660* )
4 5 9.995* 8.890* 6.533* 1.691 .
*p <.05.
§
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APPENDIX R: HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OBTAINED (CIVILIANS)
i ‘The analysis of variance data for the highest educational level obtained by civilians are provided
k. in Table R-1. and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table R-2.
g General Organizational Climate (n =620 ). The analysis of variance indicated a significant
(p <.005) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences
evisted between response 3 (some college) and the pooled responses 5, 6, and 7 (some graduate }
work —doctoral degree).
Organizational Communications Climate (n =620 ). The analysis of variance indicated a
~ignificant (p <.001) main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant .
differences existed between the pooled responses 5, 6, and 7 and all other responses. Also, response g
option 2 (high school or GED) differed significantly from response 3. 3;
4
Job Related Satisfaction (n =571). The main effect was not significant. '
Y
Perceived Productivity (n =624 ). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <01) 3
main effect. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences between the i
4 pooled responses 5. 0 and 7 and all other responses. 4
- N
i "'2
i Table R-1. Analysis of Varance Summary Table for iz
: Highest Educational Level Obiained (Civilians) #
s 5
o Soanee df MS F p .
> :
S General Organizational Climate
b Between Groups 3 3.5689 4.30 005
e Within Groups 616 9299 -
Total 620 b
i Organizational Communications Climate . i
5 Between Groups 3 13.6432 11.68 001
b Within Groups 616 1.1676 ;
Total 020 . .
2 e d -l
e %,
E: :
Job Related Satisfaction ‘e E
Between Groups 3 9751 1.28 281 ’
Within Groups 567 7633 . -
Total 571 ’
Perceived Productivity g
Between Groups 3 5.0503 L5 000 ’ ’
Within Groups 620 1.2174 :
Total 024 :
i
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b 0 Table R-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for
TP Educational Level (Civilians)
% N General Organizational Climate
SR Respense Option 3 2 4

T Group Number 2 1 3
' 2 1 2.076
. 4 3 1.692 326
. 57 5.046* 3.259 2.105

e Organizational Communications Climate

Response Option 57 3 4

. Group Number 4 2 3

2 5.703*

‘ 3 5.900* 2.072

‘ 2 1 8.058* 3.329* d00

- w

Perceived Productivity

, Response Option 57 3 2
¥ Group Number 4 2 ]

‘ 3 2 3.869*

3 2 1 4.723* 1.321

e 4 3 3.669* 1.065 212

i o} <05,
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APPENDIX S: ANALYSIS OF CLASSIFICATION BY GRADE .
The analysis of variance data for classification by grade are provided in Table S-1, the simple
main effects are summarized in Table S-2, and the Newman-K euls Sequenual Range Test results are ;
presented in Table $-3. :
General Organizational Clim ate (n =4107). The analysis of variance indicated significant
(p <001) main effects for classification (C1) and grade (G) and the interaction effect (C1XG). The
test for simple main effects indicated that for classification (C1) all levels of grade (G) were
significant. Also. for grade (G), all levels of classification (C1) were significant. The Newman-K uels
Sequential Range Test indicated that grade (G) for officers (cll) had significantly different means .
between group g4 and groups gg and gg. For grade (G) for airmen (clg), there were significant i
differences for all grade levess, except gg and g4 which did not significantly differ. Grade (G) for 4
civilians (c13) had significantly different means between grade level go and levels g3 and g4. The "
Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test for classification (C1) at grade level g indicated significant ;
differences existed between classificat 'n level clg and classification levels <1 and clg. For >
classification (C1) at grade level g9, all clu-sification level mean pairs differed significantly from each 3
other. Classification (C1) at grade level g3 «nd at level g4 had significant differences for both levels, )
between classification cl} and classifications clg and clj. N
EQ
&
.‘,.‘;
Table S-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for 1)
Classification (C1) by Grade (G) 3
Source df MS F p L
Genenl Onganizationel Climate Py
Classification (C1) 2 22,1131 24,7505 001 j
Grade () 3 12.8914 14.4289 001 -
Classifieation \ Grade (€11 G) [ 10.2169 11.4355 001 »
Within Cell 4095 8934

Organizational Communications Climate

Classification (C1) 2 6214 0077 S5

Grade (C) 3 2.8593 2.7959 039

Classification « Grade (€G] \ () 0 59136 5.7825 001
Within Cell 4095 1.0227

Job Related Satis ietion

2o emr SN AT

Classification (C1) 2 10.1965 411957 001
Grade (G) 3 15.5927 149173 001 B
Classification « Grade (Gl G) 0 17.6420 10.8785 001 ’
Within Gell 3807 1.0453 s
¢
Perceived Produetivity N\
Classilieation (C1) 2 12,5704 11.0005 001 ¢
Grade (©2) 3 50125 3.2007 001 ;
Clasiheation ~ Grade (G111 () 0 7.9391 09181 001 :
Within Cell 192 L1120 5
5
%
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Table S-2. Simple Main Effects Summary Table
for Classification (C1) by Grade (G)

df Ms F P

Geneml Organizational Climate

Cl at 8 2 58.548 65.534 001
Cl atg, 2 88.358 98.901 .001
Cla gg 2 5.549 6.211 002

Clatg 2 2.809 3.144 043
Within Cell 4095 893

G at ol
Gatcl,

G at cl;
Within Cell 409

3 16.468 18.432 .00t
3 76.356 85.467 001
3 9.823 10.995 001 !
5 .893 .

Organizational Communications Climate { :

Clarg, 2 4318 1222 015 ‘ ¥
Clatg, 2 9.121 2919 001 :

Clatgg 2 1.153 1.128 324
Clatg, 2 3.504 3.426 033
Within Cell 4095 1.023

Gate 3 4735 4630 003

Catel 3 6.355 0.214 001

G at ol 3 3.134 3.061 027
Within Cell 4095 893

Job Related Satisfaction

5.844 5.9 004
90.404 90.313 00
10.211 9.768 001
23.744 22,716 .001

1.045

Clatg,

Clatg

Clarg

Gl at gf’
Within Cel

EE N N U VN

o
&
<

G at ('|l
G at cl,
G at cly K

Within Cell 386

35477 33.940 001

43.997 12,090 001
1.820 1.741 157 ,
1.045 .

LN LR A

Perceived Productivity

Clatg
Chavg,

20.028 17.528 001

49.450 43.279 00l

Cl at gf; 1.173 1.027 358

Clatg, 2,193 1.919 A47
Within Cell 4192 1.143

-

qa

[ S -2 SV o1

-
e T

e

G atcl 3 11.345 9.929 vl
Gately 3 51.482 15.057 0t
G atcly 3 2.924 2.559 053
Wialin Cell 4192 1143

L U

C1 =Classification with €1 =officer: Cl,, =airmen: Cly =civilian.
G ~Grade with € =1-3: G =4-5: G4 6:7: G, =8+.
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Table S-3. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for i
Classification (C]) by Grade (G)
Genenl Organizational Climate .
Classification at Grade Level 1 s
>
Response Option 2 3-6
Group Number (CL) 2 3 i
3-6 3 4.4345* R
1 I 15.9829* 10121
Classification at Grade Level 2 -
Response Option 2 3-5
Group Number (C1)) 2 3 f}
36 3 3.3721* P
1 I 19.8777+ 11.6587* 3
‘. h)
s
Classification at Grade Level 3 s
s
Response Option 3-6 2 :§
Group Number (Cli) .3 2 3
2 2 .9608 J.;ié
1 I 4.8342+ 4.7354* ﬁ;
“
Classification at Gmde Level 4 kK
A
k)
Response Option 1 2 ®
Group Number (CL) ] 2 v
2 2 3.0319 :
3-0 3 3.5447 7210
Gmde at Classification Level 1
-
Response Option 47 ! 2 4
Group Number (Ci) 4 1 2 ¥
1 ] 1.9564 g
2 2 5.8015* 8.9861* *
3 3 53577+ 5.5982* 9102 .
Grade at Classification Level 2
Response Option 1 2 3 :‘ ’
Group Number ((;l) | 2 3 ‘j;
2 2 3.6405¢ x .
3 3 19.2511* 17.0470* 3 '
47 4 13.2158* 11.5478¢ 9760 % !
Grude ut Classification Level 3 o ';
Response Option 2 I 3 -‘ 3
Group Number ((;i) 2 1 3 A .
I 1 1.6390 . ;
3 3 4.5222* 1.2170 . .
4.7 4 8.0200° 2.7457 24679 4 ;
A :
g :
i |
;;é: :
2 ;
P :
Lyt 3
72 - 1 |
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Table S-3 (Continued)

3T = v e o ez - 7""‘1"'*""‘725'{&2“«@'3.;33'-_ 3
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DR

Omganizational Communications Climate

om0
RS

&

]

Response Option

NN

2
3-0

4 Response Option

v 340
)

;:.
.
Response Option
N
:
v 30
’ 2
B2,
LS
A
£: »
I Response Option
2 |
3

wm g, e
[

Response Option

ey s

3
1
1-7

cr O Sk it

,m
s
AT o wiag

%
s
it

atouy,
et

ftesponse Option

3
2
|

Classificaton at Grude Level 1

1

Group Number (G) 1
2 2.7293

3 3.5989+

Classification at Grade Level 2

9
Group Number (Cli) 2
3 1.5071

1 5.9309¢
Classification at Grade Level 4

1

Group Number (CI,) 1
k) 1.4755
2 29531

Gmde at Classification Level 1

17
Group Number (Ci) 4
1 21129
3 27108
2 3.9100¢

Grmde at Classification Level 2

9
Group Number ((:i) 2
3 2030
I 5.3070°
4 3.1800

Grade at Classification level 3

.7
Group Number (G) $
3 1.2270

2 1.0298
1 L1959

Crt Ly kS
R R Sy %
X .
'ﬂ
b
¢
|
.
|
2
2
R
2
2.7312

3-0
3

3.0793¢ :

30
3 .

J.000*

FTE PR v

! 3
| 3

L0535
f 30004

3 ! i
3 I B

Lovol* -

282347 3727 E
3 2 +
3 2 -~

2708

3.2029 30470

Job Related Satisfacton

Response Option

i

$-0

«":" 5

k,.
(sl e .
A
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e
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]

Classification at Cinde Level )

Group Number ((ZII) |

- 1.0013
3 LOBEE
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Table S-3 (Continued) :
Job Related Satis fuction :
Classification at Grade Level 2
Response Option 2 1 ‘
Group Number (CL) 2 1
1 1 13.1555*
36 3 15.3924¢ 2.8574*
Classification at Grade Level 3 .
Response Option 2 1 ,
Group Number (Cli) 2 1 N
1 1 3.0914* ;
3-6 3 5.7711* .3707 ‘g
“u
Classification at Grade Level 4 . :3 .
3 '
Response Option 1 2 B
Group Number (C,) 1 2 ’”
2 2 5.1647#

36 3 8.3845+ 5.9401+*

Nn gl o5

b

:i Gmde at Classification Level 1 !

1}3' Response Option 47 i 2 fl%

b Group Number (Ci) 4 1 2 % |

1 | 1 9746 . |

E 2 2 6.3136* 12.6751* ’

2 3 3 5.9721* 7.7666* 1.1292 .
7 5

B “

g Gmde at Classification Level 2 g

b Response Option 2 1 3 3

a9 Group Number (G,) 2 1 3 s

- I ! 6235 :

%5: 3 3 13.0988+ 12.0089* ;

: 47 4 9.3017+ 8.8093¢ 1.0669 3

.5, Perceived Productivity :\ N
;, Classification at Grade level | ;; "
Response Option 2 1 '~ f
7 Group Number (Cli) 2 1 N ‘{
e 1 1 7.5050¢ o 3
i 340 3 4.5234¢ 2.0404 - b
28 M 3
% B P
. Classibication at Grade Level 2 .
i
‘ Response Option 2 16 . 5
5 : Croup Number (Cli) 2 3 f z
L2, 36 3 4.2412¢ '

I 1 12.9094* 6.0014* 3
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- Table §-3 (Continued)
By o Perceived Productivity
. Grade at Classification Level 1
‘ N Response Option 4.7 1 2
Ee s Group Number (G,) 4 1 2
) 3 1 8715
‘ 2 2 3.9074¢ $.9451%
3 3 3.2689 3.7729* 1407
Y
o Gnde at Classification Level 2
' Response Option 1 2 47
Croup Number (G;) 1 2 4
N 2 2 .7263
/ 4-1 4 6.9120% 6.6634*
) 3 3 14.1795¢ 14.2651* 2.1067
p r Gmde at Classification Level 3
Response Option 2 3 47
Bt CGroup Number {(G,) 2 3 4
kL 3 3 26125
E 47 4 3.7446* 5671
E 1 1 2.1804 5786 2930
;.
,;‘ Note: — Only those factor levels having cignificant simple main effects had Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Tests
‘;1 B performed.
£ *p <05.
Be C1 =Classification with C1, =officer; Cl,, =airmen; Cl, =civilian.
7 C =Crade with G| =1-3: G, =4-5: G4 =67: G, =8+.

Organizational Communications Climate (n =4107). The analysis of variance indicated

significant main effects for grade (G) (p <05) and for the interaction (C1XG) (p <001). Tests for

; simple main effects indicated that for classification (C1) all levels of grade \G) were significant
‘ except for level g3. For yrade (G) all levels of classification (C1) were significant. The Newman-

X Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated for grade at classification level cl| significant differences
. between grade level gy and grade levels g) and g4. For grade at classification level cly, g; differed
:j’" - significantly from gy and g3. Grade at classification level clj indicated significant differences

between g) and grades g9 and gg.

e -

The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test for classification (C1) at grade level g, indicated

L%

classification level cl; differed significantly from level clj. For classification at gy, there were :
3 significant differences indicated between classification level cl| and levels cl5 and c13. On the other
b hand, for classification at grade level g4, the only significant difference was between classification cl5 N
B ot and cl
2z 3 :

"~

<

o
e
e AR S B R g0 [ e

Job Related Satisfaction (n =3879). The analysis of variance indicated significant main
effecic for classification and grade, as well as a significant interaction (C1XG) (p <.001). Tests for
simple main effects indicated that for classification (C1) all levels of grade (G) were significant. Also ‘
for grade (G), all classification (C1) were significant, except for cl 5. The Newman-K euls Sequential
Range Test indicated for classification at g; significant differences for classification level cl3 and
classification levels c1} and clqy. For classification at go, all grade levels differed significantly from :
cach other. Classification at g3 had significantly differing means for classification level ci9 and levels

Tran

o
e ¢
et

5
N
S

A

e

¢l and cl4. while classification at g4 had all levels of classification differing significantly from each 7;
other. ’g :
s "v:* ;
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The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test for grade at cl; indicated significant differences
between grade levels g) and levels g9 and g3, as well as between grade level g4 and levels gg and gg3.
For grade at level cl9, significant differences were found between grade level g; and levels g3 and gg;
and between grade level gy and levels g3 and g,.

Ferceived Productivity (n =4204). The analysis of variance indicated significant main
effects for classification and grade and a significant interaction effect (p <.001). Tests for simple
main effects indicated for classification (C1) grade levels gy and gy were significant, and for grade
(G) all classification levels were significant. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for
classification at g| indicated classification level clg differed significantly from groups cl) and clj.
For classification at gy, there were significant differences between all group means.

The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for grade at cl; indicated that grade level gy
differed significantly from g4 and that g; differed from grade leveis go and g3. For grade at cly,
grade level g; differed significantly from g3 aund g4, and grade level gy also significantly differed
from g3 and g4. On the other hand, grade at cl3 had only one pair of means, gg and g4, which
significantly differed from each other.
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APPENDIX T: ANALYSIS OF CLASSIFICATION BY RACE

The analysis of variance data are provided in Table T-1, the simple main effects are summarized
in Table T-2, and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table T-3.

G

e

15 g LA M2
£

General Organizational Clim ate (n =4099). The analysis of variance indicated that tests
for main effects for classification (C1) and race (Ra) were significant beyond the .001 level for both
factors. Test for interaction (C1XRa) was significant (p <.005). Tests for simple main effects
associated with the classification factor indicated that classification was significantly different for
race level ray (white). The simple main effects' test for race was significantl‘y differ.ent for race at
classification levels cly (officers) and clg (civilians). The Newman-K.eul§ Sequential Rang.e Test
indicated that classification at rag (white) had differences for classification group cly {airmen)
which differed significantly from classification groups cl} (officers) and ¢l (civilians).

The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test for race indicated that race at classification level cl
(officers) and race level raj (other) differed significantly from the other race groups (raz—bla.ck and
rag—white). For race at classification level clg (civilians), race group raj (other) differed
-ignificantly from group rag (white).

Table T-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table for
Classification (CI) by Race (Ra)

Source df MS F - p
General Organizational Climate s
Classification {C1) 2 12.2027 12.7085 .001 H
Race (Ra) 2 11.3680 11.8392 .00] :
Classification x Race (Cl x Ra) 4 3.5381 3.6847 005 :

Within Cell 4090 .9602
Organizational Communications Climate

Classification (C1) 2 1.2258 1.1902 304 3
Race (Ra) 2 L1614 1.1278 324 3
Classification x Race (C1 x Ra) 1 9355 9123 456 K
Within Cell 4090 1.0299 ,
Job Related Satisfaction E:
Classification (C1) 2 36.4346 33.0396 001 4
Race (Ra) 2 4.6401 4.2078 015 B
Classification x Race (C1 x Ra) 4 4.6077 4.1783 002 3
Within Cell 3860 1.1028 N
Perceived Productivity :
Classification (C1) 2 3.6849 3.1230 044 ;
Race (Ra) 2 13.3160 11.2856 001 7
Classification x Race (C1 x Ra) 1 5.1915 4.3949 001 2
Within Cell 4183 1.1799 3
|
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Table T-2. Simple Main Effeects Summary Table
for Classification (C1) by Race (Ra)

Source

df MS

p
Geneml (rganizational Climate
Cl atra 2 2.527 2.632 .072
Cl at ray 2 2.278 2.372 .093
Clatra 2 107.433 111.886 .001
Within Cell 4090 .960
Ra atel 2 6.767 7.047 .001
Raatel 2 1.457 1.518 219
Ra at cl 2 4.577 4.766 009
Within Cell 4090 .960
Crganizational Communications Climate
Clatra 2 .968 940 391
Cl at rag 2 666 .646 524
Clatra 2 1.530 1.485 227
Within Cell 4090 1.030
Raat cl 2 139 135 874
Ra at cly 2 2,433 2,362 .094
Ra at c13 2 2,124 2.063 127
Within Cell 4090 1.030
Job Relawd Satisfaction
Clatra 2 10.191 9.241 .00]
Clatra 2 2.563 2.324 .098
Clatra 2 161.547 146.488 .001
Within Cell 3860 1.103
Ra atcl 2 1.042 .944 .389
Ra at cl 2 912 .827 438
Raatel 2 8.560 7.762 .001
Within Cell 3860 1.103
Perceived Productivity
Clatra 2 725 614 .541
Clatra 2 1.263 1.087 337
Cl at rag 2 52.331 44.352 .001
Within Cell 4183 1.180
Raatel 2 4.306 3.650 026
Ra at el 2 1.135 .962 382
Ra atel 2 12.223 10.360 .001
Within Cell 4183 1.180

Ra =Race with Ra

=other; Ra

=hlack; Ras =white,

Cl =Classification with Cll =officer; C12 =airmen; Cl3 =civilian.
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Table T-3. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for :
Classification (Cl) by Race (Ra)
Geneml Organizational Climate
Classification at Race Level 3
Response Option 2 3-6
Group Number (Cli) 2 3
3-6 3 13.5879+
1 1 18.8398+* 2.7150
Race at Classification Level 1
~ Response Option 1,24,6 3
< Group Number (Rai) 1 2 .
3 2 3.2270* )
. 5 3 5.3079* .2766 i
? Race at Classification Level 3 2
Response Option 12,46 3 _’
Group Number (Rai) 1 2 '
3 2 1055 4
5 3 3.8435* 2.4716 3
)
Job Related Sutisfaction {
i
Classification at Race Level 1 '
Response Option 1 2 :
Group Number (Cli) 1 2 :
2 2 13423
36 3 4.3508* 5.6912* !
Classification at Race Level 3 ‘ ‘.
Response Option 2 1 ’
Group Number (Cli) 2 1 . \
“ ! 1 3.0277¢ !
- 3-6 3 24.0934* 18.3184* 5
:?:// Race at Classification Level 3 :
e Response Option 3 1,24.6 , g
b Group Number (Rai) 2 1 ; Nt
[ 1,246 1 4988 ; 3
5 3 3.7221% 4.5346* : "2
B f ‘:;i
f %
7= Perceived Productvity : i
o :
Classification at Race Level 3 :
Response Option 2 I : :
Group Number (Cl;) 2 l . :
) I 9.6778* : i
3 3 11.0720* 2.0554* % )
. :
; s
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Table T-3 (Continued)

Perceived Productivity

n ta/and

Race atClassification Level 1

Response Option 1.24.6 3 FL
Group Number (Rai) i 2
3 1.9217
5 3 3.7685¢ 7431

Race at Classification Level 3

Response Option 1,246
Group Number (Ra;) 2

3 2 1.6964

5 3 6.3335¢ 2.4183

o W
Janomef oz

Notke: — Oaly those factor levels having significant simple main effects had Newma.i-K euls Sequential Range Tests :
petformed. -

*p <.05.

Cl =Classification wui Cly =officer: Cly =airmen: Clg =civilian.

Ra nRace with Ra; =other: Ray =black; Ra3 =white,

i

Organizational Communications Climate (n =4999). The main effects and interaction :
effect for classification and race were not siguificant.

Joo Related Satisfaction (n =3869). Tt analysis of variance indicated that tests for main
effects and interaction effect were significant (classification =p <001, race =p <02.interaction =p <
002), Teste for sumple main effects (Table 25) assoctated with classification indicated that
classification was significantly different for race levels r2+ (other) and rag (white). Simple main
effects for race were significantly different for classificat-on ievel clg (civilians). The Newman-K euls
Sequential Range Test indicated for classification at ra; (other) significant differences between
classification level 14 (civilians) and the two other classification levels (c1y and cly) existed. For
classification at rag (white), all mean pairs differed significantly from each other.

The Newman-K culs Sequential Range Test for race at clq (civilians) indicated that race level
rag (white) differed sigaificantly from race levels ra) (other) and ray (black).

Perceived Productivicy (n =4192). The analysis of variance indicated that the main effects .
for classification and race and the interaction effect were significant (classification, p <04; . ace, p <
00:; and interaction, p <.001). Tests for simple main effects associated with classification was
significant ir race level rag (white). Simple main effects for race were significant for classification
levels cl, (orficers) and .1, (civilians). The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test indicates for
classifica:* n at race lev.) rag (white) significant differences between all mean pairs.

BECRCU R T N

]

P

The Newman-K euls Test for race at classification level cly (officers) indicated a significant
diflcrence betwert e level ra) (other) and level rag {white}. For race at classification level cly
{civilians}, there was also the same relotionship of level raj (other) differing significantly from rag :
(white). X
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\ APPENDIX U: ANALYSIS OF CLASSIFICATION BY SEX §
. The analysis of variance data for classification by sex are provided in Table U-1, the simple E
. main effects are summarized in Table U-2, and the Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test results are 2
presented in Table U-3. .‘;3
e 3
General Organizational Clim ate (n =4086 ). For General Organizational Climate, only the S
mam effeet for classification (C1) was significant (p <.001). Simple main effects indicated that &
lassification for males and females were significant beyond the .001 level. The Newmar {euls i
~equential Range Test for classification at s; (males) indicated significant differences between .
classification level ey (airmen) and the other two levels (cl; —officers. cl3~civilians). For 8
; <lassification at sy (females). all classification levels differed significantly from each other. k

Organizational Communication Climate (n = 4086). Tests for main effects and
mteraction were not significant,

b5

3
i
RS

¥

Rt
s,

Table U-1. Analysis of Variance Summary Table fcr
Classification (CI) by Sex §)

Souret df MS F p
Generm! Organizatonal Climate
Classification (1) 2 41.3880 43.0562 001
s Sey (8) 1 2.7258 2.8356 092
Classification v Sex (C 1 8) 2 9428 9808 375
W itkin tell 4080 9613
Onganizational Communicatons Climate
Classification {C1) 2 1305 12606 .881
Sen (8) 1 0169 0163 .898
. *hetlie stion v Ses (G y8) 2 4953 1805 619
Within Cell 4.0 1.0307
Job Related Satisfaction
. Classification (C1) 2 123.1778 111.9627 001
B, Sea (S) ] 72402 6.5810 010
) Classbeation v Sey (€4 8) ! 21804 1.9818 138
; W rthin Cell 3852 1.1002
3
3
%‘. Perceived Productivit
;" t Lassifaation (3) 2 34.9528 29,5600 001
;af Sev (8) : 0006 D005 982
& Clasafiogtion v Sen (G A S) 2 1.9702 1.2010 015
;% Watlun Cell 1175 1.1821
:%7 R
ir.
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Table U-2. Simple Main Effects Summary Table
for Classification (C1) by Sex (8)
Source df MS F P
3
Genem] Organizational Climate '
H Clats 2 103.1874 107.3415 001 4
Clats 2 10.8055 11.2405 001 ;
P Within Cell 4080 9613
Job Relnted Satisfction
Clats) 2 93.8320 85.2863 001 !
% Clats 2 51.1243 46.4682 .001
5 Within Cell 3852 1.1002 : n
Satel 1 3.1310 2.8458 092 % ‘
5 S at c12 1 4104 3730 541 N
A Satel 1 6.7236 6.1113 013 i |
3 Within Cell 3852 11002 i
.E,. Perceived Productivity )
; Clat 8 2 32.3736 27.3865 .001 ¥
Bt Clats 2 21.9043 18.5300 .001 i
3 Within Cell 1175 1.1821 <y
i e
1 Satel 1 1105 0935 .760
Satel 1 4.5405 3.8410 050 '
Satel 1 5.4307 4.594) 032
Within Cell 4175 1.1821
C1 =Classification with Cl, =officer; C12 =airmen; Cl3 =civilian,
S =Sex with 8) =male; 8y =female.
Table U-3. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for :
. Y
3 Classification (Cl) by Sex (S) ’
B Geneml Organizational Climate
2 |
& Classification at Sex Level 1 _'
Response Option 2 3-0 i‘ .
Group Number (Cli) 2 3 ';'v‘ gt
2 36 3 13.1027+ % Z
1 ] 18.1875* 1.4030 2 y
Classificatior at Sex Level 2 g
. Response Option 2 3-0 !
S ¢ Group Number (Ra;) 2 3 i
s B 36 3 5.7572¢ :
T I ! 4.4799% 1.9524*
- ’ Sex at Classification Level 3 .
E- Response Option 2
42 Gronp Number (5,) 2
B ! I 41651 :
72 ;
2. . . :
] : 2
i 82 ; {
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1; Table U-3 (Continued)
f«? Job Related Satsfacton
N Classification at Sex Level 1
: , Response Option 2 1
: Group Number (CL) 2 1
, 1 1 20107
36 3 18.4202* 14 5595+
“ Clsssification at Sex Level 2
v Response Option 2 1
: Group Number (C1,) 2 1
. 1 ! 24734
N 36 3 13.6333* 3.2926*
Sex at Classification Level 3
3
Response Option 1
Group Number (Si) 1
2 2 3.4964
Perceived Productivity ,
Classification at Sex Level 1
Response Option 2 3-6
Group Number (Cli) 2 3
36 3 6.3159*
1 1 9.3458* 1.0473
Classification at Sex Level 2
Response Option 2 1
Group Number {C1,) 2 1
1 1 2.3983
3-0 3 8.5742¢ 13174
Sex at Classification Level 2 ]‘
Response Option 2
Group Number (8;) 2
i 1 1 27714
Sex at Classification Level 3
t : Response Option } ;
%5 Group Number (S.) 1 .
K 2 2 ) 3.0317¢
./(: - .
‘ Note: — Oaly those factor levels having significant simple main cffects had Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Tests '..:}:
» performed. : ‘?Jw
b , *p <.05. Y
24 ) Cl =Classification with Cl, =officer: Cl, =airmen: Cly =civilian. ,
ke ) § =Sex with §; =male: Sy =female. o
g, A Job Related Satisfaction (n =3858). Tests for main etfects were significant for elassification .
b (p <.001) and ses (p <.01). Test for interaction was not significant. Test fo. simple main effeets .
AR - . . " g . i
2 indicated that classification for both 5| (males) and sy (females) was significant heyond the 001 !
' & fevel. Test for simple main effects for sex at el {civilians) was significant (p <.01): however. the 5
¥ other classification levels were not significant. The Newman-K euls Sequential Range Test for :
e classification at 5] (males) and at sy (females) indicated signtficant differences between classification . :
., % level (-|3 (civilians) and the other two levels (el j —officers. ely-cairmen). :
frs .t’ -~ B :
¥ ?» i ;
L % 83 % !
] ¥ *'?,- s
A ] :
4
- - ST ERRRIRNTY E
3
-, ’:“ PSRN . L4
oA e I ""35‘"{%
. YORGA G ATl b TR
IR e RIS Y
s il R e S




oy

YN

AN S,

T
ixd
i

The Newman-h culs Sequential Range Test for sex at ¢ly (civilians) also indicated that male
wnd femalde civilians significantly differed in their responses concerning job satisfaction.

Perceived Productiviy (n =4181). Test for main effects was significant for classification (p
H01) but not fur sex, Vest for interaction (C1XS) was significant {p <02). Tests for simple main
Medtsaindicated that elassification at s (males) and at $9 (ft.males) were significant beyond the .001
vel Simple main effects for sex by classification level cly (airmen) and clg (civilian) were
swnficantly different at the .05 and .03 levels respectively. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range
Vestlor elassification at | (males) indicated that male airmen (¢l .)) differed significantly from male
dheers {el |) and male eivilians (cl ;) Classification at sy (females) indicated that female airmen
N )) ditfered lrom Temale civilians (el ;)

The Newman-k euls Sequential Range Test for sex at classification level el (airmen) and at ('l-;
woahans) indieated male and female airmen and civilians differed significamly in their percen “ons
tproduetivity,
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APPENDIX V: ANALYSIS OF SEX BY COMM UNICATION ;
8
:
The analysis of variance data for sex by communication are provided in Table V-1, the simple :
main effects are summarized in Table V-2, and the Newman-K euls Sequential R ange Test results are ;
presented in Table V-3. ;
General Organizational Cliaate (n =4108). For General Organizational Climate, the 7
: main effect for sex and the interaction effect (SXC) were not significant. The test for simple main g
effects indicated that communications (C) was significantly (p <001} different for males (sy). The )
§ Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated that all communications levels for males differed .
: - significantly from each other. Figure 22 indicates that cy was the highest, followed in descending :
order by c3, ¢9, and ¢;.
A
b Table V-1 ;
- ; aole V'-1. Analysis of Varance Survmary Table for Sex S)
" by Communication «©) ‘
L Source ar
S
; MS F »
'a Generml Organizational Climase
; Sex {S)
¢ 4 Qommunication ) 1 1.8307 1.8439 475 ¥
4 Sex x Communication (S x C) 3 15.9058 16.0209 001 ;
¥ Within Cell 3 7644 7700 511 X
% 4074 9928 H
% ganizational Communications Climate +
e . T
A Sex (S) '
i Communication (C) ! 2.8420 27572 097 ’
: Scx“x, Communication (S x C) ; -3‘2)15 .4768 698
ithin Cell 9238 8962 442
4074 1.0308 >
Job Related Satiafaction 3
Sex {S)
s Communication (C) ! 220318 18.8427 001
Scxv; Communication (S « ¢) g fggg; 4.3493 005 S
ithin Cell . 16917 167 .
3845 1.1693 -
. Perceived Productivity . ;
: Sex (8)
o Communication (C) ! 4.4952 3.8776 049 ¥
¥ Sex x Communication (S \ ) 3 29.1686 25.1609 001 i
N Within Cell 3 1.0797 9313 42 ?
; 467 11593 ;
/- g
3 4
Y 4
s 1
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: Table V-2. Simple Main Effects Summary Table P
for Four Criteria, Sex ) by Communication (C) i
Source df MS F p
Genem] Urganizatonal Climate
Simple Effects forSex s
Sate 1 1.029 1.046 307 -
Satey, 1 ot 235 .628
Noat (-.'; ] 645 .050 421 #
S at 1-'} 1 3.597 3.623 057 ’
Within Cell 4074 993 .
Simple Effects for Communication '
¢ at S 3 29.321 29.534 01 2
Cats, 3 977 984 399 7
Within Cell - 4074 993
Organizational Communications Climate :
Simple Effeets forSen 13
Sare 1 2,033 1.972 A6l ?
Sate, 1 14 304 58) .
S at ('; 1 1.296 1208 202 .
Sate 1 077 075 784
Within Cell 4074 1.031 .
Simple Effects for Communication
C at 8 3 2419 2.346 07
Catyy 3 300 291 832 ‘
Within Cell 7 4074 1.031 -
Job Related Satisfacton ,
Simple Effects for Sex 3
S at “ 1 275 235 628
Sale, 1 8.441 7.219 .007
Sl ('.; 1 34.737 29,707 001
sae) 1 17.643 15.088 001 .
Within Cell 4045 1.169 :
Simple Effects for Communication
(. at " 3 0.070 5.705 001 o
Cats, 3 3.072 2.028 049 = ‘
Within Cell - 3845 E169 _‘i 5
s -
2 :
Perceived Productivity é N
Simple Effects for Sex ‘*
St 1 2148 2,715 100 N *
Sate, | 705 008 430 E
Sty I L0119 879 KEY] -
Sat rlj ! Kidll 001 1.001 *
Within Cell 4167 1159
Simple Effects for Communication
G oat ° 3 62.891 348249 00
Cat o, 3 5939 5.123 002 N
Wathn Cell = 4167 1.159 ; ‘
¢
;
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Table V-3. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for ) i
q g i
Sex (§) by Communication (C) ;
General Organizational Climate J
,,.“: Cummunication at Sex Level 1 3
;,‘3 Response Option 1 2 3
e Group Number (Ci) 1 2 3
3 1 2 3.3611+* ‘
[ 2 3 6.0163* 4.7287 ;
B 3 4 8.8317* 10.4496* 6.8593* 3
Job Related Satisfaction ’
Communication at Sex Level 1 .
Response Option 1 2 3
Group Number (Ci) 1 2 3
1 2 1.9788
2 3 24707 7621 :
‘ 3 4 4.0403* 3.8679* 3.9223¢ ‘
K
Communication at Sex Level 2 :
s Response Option 1 2 3 . ]
s Group Number (C,) 1 2 3 ’ \
& 1 2 23157
2 3 3.1357 9801 J
i 3 4 3.7882* 2.0563 1.5064 i
3 ]
b Sex at Communication Level 2 ]
o
" Response Option 1
e Group Number (Si) 1
: 1 2 3.7996
Sex at Communication Level 3 (
Response Option 1 l
Group Number (Si) 1
1 2 7.7088
Sex at Communication Level 4
' Response Option }
Group Number (Si) ]
1 2 54931 .
Perceived Productvity
Communication at Sex Level 1 A
; . Response Option 1 2 3 ;
K .- Group Number (Ci) 1 2 3
b2 l . 6.6790* G
2 2 10.1946* 6.0057* T
% 3 4 13.6449+ 128111+ 8.2084* ':
: Communication at Sex Lovel 2 ‘
? Response Option 1 2 3
Fo: * Group Number (C) 1 2 3 .
> I 2 14708
e 2 3 3.1113 2.3590 .
i . 3 4 4.1396+ 4.4058* 20173
: : Note: — Only thoee factor levels having sigmficant simple main effects had Newman-Keuls Sequer nal Range Tests i
? Py performed.
a4 & *p <05, i
£ % C =Communication with G} =very little-little: C, =moderate: Cq =very frequent: Cy =almost continuous. ! . ;
'z . i; § =Sex with § =male: §, =female. . 3 £
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Organizational Communications Climate (n =4108). The main effects and intcraction :
were not significant using this criterion. : ;
Job Related Satisfaction (n =3879). Tests for main effects for sex (S) and communications 4
(C) were significant beyond the .001 and .005 levels, respectively. The test for interaction was not . :
significant. Tests for simple main effects associated with the communications factor indicated that . :
communications were significantly different for males (s}) and females (82). The Newman-K euls ; 4
Sequential Range Test indicated that males (s;) response option 5 (almost continuous) had a : s
response mean which was significantly higher than for all other male groups. For females, the : Y
Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated that the group responding to the very little and ;
litle category (cj, responses I and 2) differed significantly from those responding to the very d
frequent category (c4, response 5). Tests for simple main effects associated with the sex factor and f
the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Tests indicate that sex was significantly different for the i k
communication levels, moderate (02), very frequent (c3), and almost continuous (c4), with the o
female mean responses being higher than males for levels cg, c3, and c4. J;”;j
.:u
Perceived Productivity (n =4205). Tests for main effects for sex (S) and communications ¥
(C) were significant beyond the .05 and .001 levels, respectively. The test for interaction was not :+ !
significant. Tests for simple main effects associated with th mmunications factor indicated that %

. . o ape . T 3
communications were significantly different for males (SI) 1 females (52). The Newman-X euls 5 g
Sequential Range Test indicated that all communication levels for males differed significantly from pe !
each other with level ¢4 being the highest, ¢ next, then cg, and lastly ¢). For females, the Newman- :,,‘.‘3
Keuls vequential Range Test indicated that these responding almost continuous (cy) had a ﬁé
significantly higher mean response when compared to those responding very little and little (¢}) and o
moderate (cy). R
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BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS 78235
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16 JAN 1981

Removal of Export Control Statement

Defense Technical Information Center
Attn: DTIC/DDA (Mrs Crumbacker)
Cameron Station

Alexandria VA 22314

1. Please remove the Export Control Statement which erroneously appears on
the Notice Page of the reports listed ommiimpmpese=pmEmt, This statement is
intended for application to Statement B reports only.

2. Pleasc direct any questions to AFHRL/TSR, AUTOVON 240-3877.

FOR THE COMMANDER
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